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FOREWORD 

By Hon. Peter W. Rodino, Jr., Chairman, 
Committee on the Judiciary 


On February 6, 1974, the House of Representatives adopted by a 

vote of 410-4 the following House Resolution 803: 

RESOLVED, That the Committee on the Judiciary acting as 
a whole or by any subcommittee thereof appointed by the 
Chairman for the purposes hereof and in accordance with 
the Rules of the Committee, is authorized and directed 
to investigate fully and completely whether sufficient 
grounds exist for the House of Representatives to exer- 
cise its constitutional power to impeach Richard M. 

Nixon, President of the United States of America. The 
committee shall report to the House of Representatives 
such resolutions, articles of impeachment, or other 
recommendations as it deems proper. 

Beginning in November 1973, acting under resolutions referred to 
the Committee by the Speaker of the House and with a special appropria- 
tion, I had begun to organize a special staff to investigate serious 
charges against the President of the United States. 

On May 9, 1974, as Chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary, 

I convened the Committee for hearings to review the results of the 
Impeachment Inquiry staff’s investigation. The staff began its initial 
presentation the same day, in executive session, pursuant to the Com- 
mittee’s Impeachment Inquiry Procedures adopted on May 2, 1974. 

By June 21, the Inquiry staff had concluded its initial presen- 


tation. 


On June 25, the Committee voted to make public the initial pre- 
sentation including substantially all of the supporting material 
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presented at the hearings. The Committee also voted to make public the 
President’s response, which was presented to the Committee on June 27 
and June 28 in the same form and manner as the Inquiry staff's initial 
presentation. 

Statements of information and supporting evidentiary material 
were compiled by the Inquiry staff in 36 notebooks and furnished in 
this form to each Member of the Committee. The notebooks presented 
material on several subjects of the Inquiry: the Watergate break-in 
and its aftermath, ITT, dairy price supports, domestic surveillance, 
abuse of the IRS, and the activities of the Special Prosecutors. In 
each notebook a statement of information relating to a particular 
phase of the investigation was immediately followed by supporting evi- 
dentiary material, which included copies of documents and testimony 
(much already on public record) , transcripts of Presidential conversations 
and affidavits. 

The staff also presented to the Committee written reports on 
President Nixon's income taxes. Presidential impoundment of funds appro- 
priated by Congress, and the bombing of Cambodia. 

The four parts of Book VII include material concerning the 
following matters: 

(1) the 1969-71 wiretaps of government employees and newsmen; 

(2) the Joseph Kraft wiretap, the Donald Nixon wiretap, and 
other wiretaps; 

(3) the activities of the White House Special Investigations 
Unit (the "Plumbers") ; 
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(4) other surveillance activities by White House employees; 

(5) the campaign activities of Donald Segretti and others, 
and allegations concerning efforts to conceal those 
activities; 

(6) allegations concerning efforts to conceal the 1969-71 
wiretaps and the activities of the White House Special 
Investigations Unit; 

(7) allegations concerning Presidential contacts with Judge 
Byrne concerning his appointment as director of the FBI, 

Every effort was made to preclude inferences in the presentation 
of this material. A deliberate and scrupulous abstention from conclu- 
sions, even by implication, was observed. 

With respect to Presidential recorded conversations, the Committee 
determined to hear the recorded conversations in their entirety. The 
Presidential recorded conversations were neither paraphrased nor summar- 
ized by the Inquiry staff. Thus, no inferences, or conclusions were 
drawn for the Committee. During the course of the hearings, Members of 
the Committee heard each recording and simultaneously followed transcripts 
prepared by the Inquiry staff. Each of these transcripts is reprinted 
under the appropriate statement of information. 

During the course of the hearings, the Committee found it neces- 
sary to issue a subpoena to President Richard Nixon requiring tape re- 
cordings of ten Presidential conversations, as well as all papers and 
things prepared by, sent to, received by or at any time contained in the 
files of Charles Colson, H. R. Haldeman, John Ehrlichman, Egil Krogh and 
David Young to the extent that such papers or things related to or referred 
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directly or indirectly to the origin or to the activities of the White 
House Special Investigations Unit, including the handwritten notes of 
John Erhlichman produced by the White House on June 5 and June 6, 1974 
pursuant to an order of the United States District Court in United 
States v. Ehrlichman (D.C.D.C. Cr. 74-116), and Mr. Ehrlichman's hand- 
written notes of a meeting on July 12, 1971 among the President, John 
Ehrlichman and Robert Mardian. The President has not yet responded to 
this subpoena 

In addition, several of the items subpoenaed previously by the 
Committee were believed to be relevant to the matters dealt with in 
Book VIII. In response to these earlier subpoenas, the President fur- 
nished only edited White House transcripts of 31 of the subpoenaed 
conversations between March 17 and April 18, 1973. These edited tran- 
scripts were summarized by the Inquiry staff and made a part of the 
evidentiary material presented to the Committee. To the extent that 
the President declined to comply with the Committee's subpoenas and pro- 
duce the required material, the record of the Committee now made public 
in these volumes is incomplete. 

In a few instances , Ranking Minority Member Mr. Hutchinson and 
I determined, pursuant to authority granted us by the Committee, to 
defer the release of evidentiary material or to delete it for one of 
the following reasons: 

1) Because the public interest in making the material public 
was outweighed by the potential prejudice to the rights of the defendants 
under indictment and awaiting trial. 
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2) Because the information was classified or otherwise re- 
quired confidential treatment, 

3) Because the material was only marginally pertinent and 
was considered to be defamatory, degrading or embarrassing, or, 

4) Because the material was not pertinent to Presidential 
responsibility within the outer limits of an impeachable offense within 
the meaning of the Constitution. 

These eight notebooks contain sensitive documents from the FBI 
files and executive session testimony before several Congressional com- 
mittees. For that reason, more deletions and summarizations will be 
found in this material than in the other material provided to the Com- 
mittee. 

The Committee on the Judiciary is working to follow faithfully 
its mandate "to investigate fully and completely" whether or not suffi- 
cient grounds exist to recommend that the House exercise its constitu- 
tional power of impeachment. 

I believe that the readers of these volumes will see that the 
Committee’s primary effort in carrying out its mandate has been to ob- 
tain an objective, impartial presentation which will enable each Member 
of the Committee to make an informed judgment in fulfilling his or her 
constitutional responsibility. 
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I also believe that the publication of the record of these hear- 
ings will provide readers with a clear idea of the particulars of the 
investigation and that the proximity of the evidence will assure them 
that no statement of information is offered without supporting eviden- 
tiary material. 


July 1974 
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material for paragraphs 1-28. Part 2 contains copies of 
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for those paragraphs. Part 3 contains copies of paragraphs 
68-95 and the supporting evidentiary material for those para- 
graphs. Part 4 contains copies of paragraphs 96-133 and the 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 


The material contained in this volume is presented in two sections. 
Section 1 contains a statement of information footnoted with citations to 
evidentiary material. Section 2 contains the same statement of information 
followed By the supporting material. 

Supporting material consists of information obtained at hearings 
before the Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities; 
information developed in executive session by other Congressional committees; 
information furnished to the Committee by the Grand Jury of the District of 
Columbia and by other grand juries: information furnished to the Committee 

by government agencies; transcripts of tape recordings of conversations 
among President Nixon and his key associates prepared by the Committee 
staff; information furnished to the Committee by the President, the Executive 
Departments of the Government, the Special Prosecutor, and other information 
obtained by the Committee. 

Each page of supporting evidence is labeled with the footnote 
number and a description of the document or the name of the witness 
testifying. Copies of entire pages of documents and testimony are 
included, with brackets around the portions pertaining to the statement 
of information. Harkings on the documents include item numbers and 
receipt stamps of the House Judiciary Committee and other agencies from 
which the Committee received material. 
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In a number of instances, names of persons in sensitive positions 
have been deleted from documents at the request of the CIA, FBI and 
other investigative agencies. Some documents contained deletions when 
the Committee received them. 

In the citation of sources, the following abbreviations are used: 
"SSC" for Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities; 
"SJC" for Senate Judiciary Committee; and "SFRC" for the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee. 
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1 . 


In early May 1969, following conversations between FBI Director 
J. Edgar Hoover, Henry Kissinger and Attorney General John Mitchell, 
the President authorized a specific wiretapping program in an effort 
to discover the source of leaks of classified government material. 
Under this program, which remained in effect until February 10, 1971, 
wiretaps were instituted against thirteen government officials and 
four newsmen. 
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DeLoach, Sullivan and Bishop, May 9, 1969, 10:35 a.m. 
(received from Department of Justice) # 142 
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DeLoach, Sullivan and Bishop, May 9, 1969, 5:05 p.m. 
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1.3 President Nixon statement, May 22, 1973, 9 Presi- 
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1.4 Henry Kissinger testimony. Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee Executive Session, September 17, 1973, 

12-13 148 

1.5 Henry Kissinger testimony. Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee Executive Session, September 17, 1973, 

325 (made public October 4, 1973) ... 150 

1.6 William Ruckelshaus deposition, Halperin v. Kissinger , 

July 25, 1973, 33 .. 151 

1.7 Elliot Richardson testimony. Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee Executive Session, September 10, 1973, 

268-69 (made public October 4, 1973) 152 

1.8 William Ruckelshaus news conference. May 14, 1973, 
reprinted in Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
Executive Session, September 10, 1973, 272-73, 

(made public October 4, 1973^... . . .. 154 
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2. In each of the seventeen cases of wiretapping in the program 

authorized by the President, the FBI wrote to Attorney General Mitchell 
requesting written authorization after receiving a directive for a tap. 
In each of the seventeen cases, the Attorney General authorized the 
wiretap. Mitchell has denied seeing or signing any such authorizations 
and denied seeing any summaries of wiretap logs. 


2.1 


Page 

Elliot Richardson testimony. Senate Foreign 

Relations Committee Executive Session, September 

10, 1973, 279 (made public October 4, 1973) 158 


2.2 William Ruckelshaus testimony. Senate Foreign 

Relations Committee Executive Session, September 


10, 1973, 274 (made public October 4, 1973) «j*. 159 

2.3 John Mitchell interview, FBI, May 11, 1973 
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2.4 


Letter from John Mitchell to William Ruckelshaus, 
May 17, 1973 (received from Department of Justice). 


... 166 


2.5 Memorandum from C. F. Downing to Mr. Conrad, 

May 18, 1973 (received from Department of Justice). ... 168 


2.6 Letter from William Ruckelshaus to John Mitchell, 

May 24, 1973 (received from Department of Justice). ♦ 
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3. Although standard Department of Justice procedure required an 
Attorney General to review national security wiretaps every ninety days 
in order to reestablish their necessity, Attorney General Mitchell 
undertook no review of any of the seventeen wiretaps. 



3.1 John Mitchell testimony, 4 SSC 1626-27 


3.2 William Ruckelshaus deposition, Halperin v. 

Kissinger , July 25, 1973, 70 176 

3.3 Letter from William Ruckelshaus to John Mitchell, 

May 24, 1973 (received from Department of Justice). . .. 177 
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4. Unlike other national security wiretaps, the 1969-71 wiretaps 
were not entered in the FBI indices. The files and logs of the wiretaps 
were maintained only in the office of Director Hoover or Assistance 
Director William Sullivan and no copies were made. Such a procedure 
was requested by Colonel Alexander Haig when the program began. 
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4.1 Interrogatories from William Ruckelshaus to William 
Sullivan and answers thereto. May 10, 1973 (received 

from Department of Justice) 182 

4.2 Memorandum from William Sullivan to C. D. DeLoach, 

May 11, 1969 (received from Department of Justice) •• * . • 189 

4.3 Memorandum of a telephone call from William Sullivan 
to J. Edgar Hoover, May 10, 1969, 2:15 p.m. (received 

from Department of Justice) 190 
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5. Following the President’s authorization of the 1969-71 wiretapping 
program, wiretaps were placed on the telephones of seven members of the 
staff of the National Security Council. The wiretaps for the seven 
specific members of the NSC staff were requested orally by Colonel 
Alexander Haig, who was then an assistant to the NSC Chairman, Kissinger. 

A renewed tap on one of these seven was later requested orally by H. R. 
Haldeman. 
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5.1 Memoranda from J. Edgar Hoover to the Attorney General, 

May 12, 1969, May 20, 1969, May 13, 1970 and May 13, 1970 
(received from Department of Justice) 192 

5.2 Memoranda from J. Edgar Hoover to Tolson, Sullivan, and 
Brennan, October 15, 1970 and to the Attorney General, 

October 16, 1970 (received from Department of Justice.)... 198 
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6. Five of the wiretaps on NSC employees were discontinued after a 
relatively short time (the shortest being one month) ; two continued for 
an extended period. Three of the staff members were subject to wiretaps 
for substantial periods after leaving the NSC. Two were tapped when 
they were no longer employed by the government , but were serving as 
advisers to a United States Senator who was a Democratic Presidential 
candidate. 
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6.1 Memorandum from T. J. Smith to E. S. Miller, May 13, 

1973 (received from Department of Justice) 202 

6.2 Edmund Muskie statement, Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee Executive Session, September 10, 1973, 50-51.... 212 

6.3 Henry Kissinger testimony, Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee Executive Session, September 17, 1973, 23-26.*.. 214 

6.4 Morton Halperin affidavit, Halperin v. Kissinger , 

November 30, 1973 218 
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7. In reports sent to the President, Henry Kissinger and H. R. 

Haldeman, none of the seven NSC employees was established to have 
been a source of leaked classified information. 


Page 

7.1 Summaries of FBI letters reporting on wiretaps of seven 
National Security Council employees , prepared by House 


Judiciary Committee staff 224 

7.2 Henry Kissinger testimony, Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee Executive Session, September 17, 1973, 325 

(made public October 4, 1973) 231 

7.3 William Ruckelshaus and Elliot Richardson testimony, 

Senate Foreign Relations Committee Executive Session, 
September 10, 1973, 39-40 ... 232 

7.4 William Ruckelshaus news conference, May 14, 1973, 
reprinted in Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
Executive Session, September 10, 1973, 272-73 

(made public October 4, 1973) 234 

7.5 Memorandum from T. J. Smith to E. S. Miller, May 13, 

1973, 1, 7 (received from Department of Justice).. 236 


( 9 ) 




8. In the cases of the four newsmen who were tapped, three were 
ordered by Colonel Haig. Kissinger has testified that the name of one 
of these three was presented by FBI Director Hoover to the President as 
a man who had connections with an allied foreign intelligence service 
and the decision to place a tap resulted from that presentation. The 
fourth newsman was a national television commentator. He was wire- 
tapped at the direction of Attorney General Mitchell. The Attorney 
General stated that the President requested that the commentator be 
placed under immediate electronic surveillance following the review by 
the President of an FBI report about the individual. Mitchell also 
requested physical surveillance of the commentator, but withdrew this 
request after being advised by the FBI of the difficulties involved. 
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8.1 Memoranda from J. Edgar Hoover to the Attorney General, 

May 29, 1969, June 4, 1969 and May 4, 1970 (received 

from Department of Justice) 240 

8.2 Memoranda from C.D. DeLoach to Tolson, September 10, 
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8.3 Elliot Richardson testimony. Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee Executive Session, September 10, 1973, 277-78 
(made public October 4, 1973) 245 

8.4 House Judiciary Committee summary of Henry Kissinger 

testimony, Senate Foreign Relations Committee Executive 
Session, September 17, 1973, 32-33 247 


8.5 Courtland Jones note, undated (received from Department 
of Justice) 


( 10 ) 



9. According to the FBI, the FBI reports on the wiretaps of the 

four newsmen showed that none of them had obtained information in a 
surreptitious or unauthorized manner. 
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9.1 Memorandum from T. J. Smith to E. S. Miller, 

May 13, 1973, 1, 7 (received from Department 

of Justice) ^50 
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* veillance of four newsmen, prepared by House 

Judiciary Committee staff 253 

9.3 Memorandum from Director, FBI to the Attorney 

General, October 9, 1969 (received from Depart- 
ment of Justice) • • • 251 
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10. Wiretaps were ordered on three White House staff members 
working in areas unrelated to national security and with no access 
to National Security Council materials. One wiretap was requested 
orally of Assistant FBI Director DeLoach by Attorney General Mitchell 
who represented the order as coming from the President. This tap 
was specifically denominated as off the record. This White House 
staff member worked for John Ehrlichman, who received the wiretap 
reports on him. A wiretap on a second White House staff member was 
requested orally by Colonel Haig. The third White House staff 
member was wiretapped at the request of H. R. Haldeman. 
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10.1 Elliot Richardson testimony, Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee Executive Session, September 10, 1973, 48..... 260 

10.2 Henry Kissinger testimony. Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee Executive Session, September 17, 1973, 
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July 23, 1969 (received from Department of Justice).. . . 269 

10.5 Memorandum from W.C. Sullivan to Tolson, December 16, 

1970 (received from Department of Justice) 274 

10.6 H.R. Haldeman interview, FBI, May 12, 1973 (received 

from Department of Justice) 275 
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11. None of the three White House staff members were ever reported 
by the FBI to have disclosed classified material. The material 
compiled on these staff members as a result of the wiretaps related 
primarily to their personal lives and their politics. 
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House Judiciary Committee staff 280 
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12. Three government employees were tapped in connection with the 
May 1970 leak of the Cambodian bombing. Two held posts in the State 
Department at the Ambassadorial level; the third was a high military 
aide to the Secretary of Defense. All three were tapped at the order 
of Colonel Haig, who represented that the order for these wiretaps 
came from the President. 
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12.1 Memorandum from J. Edgar Hoover to the Attorney 
General, May 12, 1969 (received from Department 

of Justice) . 292 

12.2 Memorandum from W. C. Sullivan to DeLoach, May 3, 
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12.4 Melvin Laird news conference, January 29, 1974, 
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13. 


None of the three government employees tapped in connection with 


the Cambodian bombing story was ever reported by the FBI to have dis- 
closed classified material. 
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14. In June 1969, John Ehrlichman directed John Caulfield to have a 
wiretap installed on the office telephone in the home of Washington news- 
paper columnist Joseph Kraft. Ehrlichman has testified that he dis- 
cussed the proposed wiretap with the President, but that he did not know 
the wiretap was ever instituted. The wiretap was installed by a former 

Chief of Security for the Republican National Committee with the aid 
of a Secret Service employee. It remained in place for one week during 

which Kraft was not at home. Caulfield has testified that Ehrlichman 
then told him to cancel the operation. At the same time. Deputy FBI 
Director William Sullivan was ordered by FBI Director Hoover to travel 
to a European country and arrange for electronic surveillance of Kraft. 

A 19-page summary of conversations overheard from a surreptitious 
listening device in Kraft’s hotel room was prepared, which was sent 
t6 Ehrlichman. 
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14.1 John Caulfield testimony, SSC Executive Session, 

March 16, 1974, 24-26, 3-4, 8-11 314 

14.2 John Ehrlichman testimony, 6 SSC 2535 323 

14.3 Summary of FBI file on Joseph Kraft wiretap, June 

1973, prepared by House Judiciary Committee staff 324 
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15. On July 8, 1969 Assistant FBI Director Sullivan reported to 
Director Hoover that the wiretap on one of the NSC employees produced 
nothing significant from the standpoint of discovering leaks and 
recommended that some of the coverage be removed. The tap on that 
employee was not removed; it remained in place until February 10, 1971, 

17 months after the employee resigned as a full-time employee of the NSC, 

and 9 months after he terminated his relationship as an NSC consultant. 
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15.1 Memorandum from William Sullivan to J. Edgar Hoover, 

July 8, 1969 (received from Department of Justice) 326 

15.2 Morton Halperin affidavit, Halperin v. Kissinger , 

November 12, 1973 327 

15.3 Halperin v. Kissinger complaint, June 14, 1973, paragraph 

26 amd Defendants 1 answer to complaint, August 14, 1973, 
paragraph 26 331 
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16. Effective July 1969, Anthony Ulasewicz, a retired New York 
City policeman, was hired as an investigator by John Ehrlichman, 

Counsel to the President. From that date until mid-1972, under the 
direction of Caulfield, Ulasewicz conducted numerous investigations 
for the purpose of obtaining information of possible political value 
to the Nixon Administration. His salary and expenses were paid by 
campaign fundraiser Herbert Kalmbach from political contributions held 
by Kalmbach. 
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17, On or about November 1, 1969 Attorney General Mitchell requested 
the FBI's views as to the type of coverage to be used on Joseph Kraft, 

The Domestic Intelligence Division of the FBI recommended "spot" physical 
surveillance and a survey to determine the feasibility of a telephone 
wiretap. Subsequently Director Hoover sent to the Attorney General a 
request that the wiretap be authorized. The spot physical surveillance 
was initiated on or about November 5, 1969, and continued until 
December 12, 1969, when it was discontinued as unproductive. The 
Attorney General never signed an approval of the wiretap and therefore, 
at that time, no wiretap was instituted. 
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17.1 Summary of FBI file on Joseph Kraft wiretap, June 

1973, prepared by House Judiciary Committee staff,.., .. 356 
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18, In or about January 1970 H. R. Haldeman and John Ehrlichman 

permitted the information contained in one of the summaries of the 
1969-71 wiretaps to be used in connection with political action in 
opposition to persons critical of the Administration's Vietnam policy. 
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19. Until May 13, 1970 summaries of "top secret" wiretap material 
were sent by Director Hoover to the President and to Kissinger. After 
that date, following a meeting among the President, J* Edgar Hoover and 
Haldeman, the summaries were sent to Haldeman alone. According to the 
FBI, there were 37 letters to Kissinger between May 13, 1969 and May 11, 
1970; there were 34 letters to the President dated from July 10, 1969 to 
May 12, 1970; there were 52 letters to Haldeman dated from July 10, 1969 to 
February 11, 1971; and there were 15 letters to Ehrlichman dated from 
July 25, 1969 to September 22, 1969. 
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20 . 


On June 5, 1970 the President, H. R. Haldeman, John 
Ehrllchman and Presidential Staff Assistant Tom Huston met with FBI 
Director J. Edgar Hoover, Defense Intelligence Agency Director Donald 
Bennett, National Security Agency Director Noel Gayler, and Central 
Intelligence Agency Director Richard Helms. The President dis- 
cussed the need for better domestic intelligence operations in light 
of an escalating level of bombings and other acts of domestic 
violence. He appointed Hoover, General Bennett, Admiral Cayler, and 
Helms to be an ad hoe committee to study intelligence needs and re- 
straints. He named Hoover as the chairman and Huston as the White 
House liaison. 
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Executive Session, May 21, 1973, 133-35 378 
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21. On June 25, 1970 the Committee completed its report en- 

titled "Special Report Interagency Committee on Intelligence (Ad Hoc)" 
known as "The Huston Plan." The report included a discussion of the 
current restraints on intelligence collection with respect to electronic 
surveillance, mail* coverage, surreptitious entry, use of campus in- 
formers, use of military undercover agents, and other intelligence- 
gathering procedures. The Report set forth the arguments for and 
against maintaining or relaxing existing restraints on the various 
forms of intelligence collection and of establishing an inter-agency 
intelligence evaluation committee* Specific options for expanded intel- 
ligence operations were set forth for the President’s consideration. 

The Report stated that two of the proposed intelligence-gathering pro- 
cedures, surreptitious entry and opening first class mail, were illegal. 
At Director Hoover’s insistence, the Report included notations that the 
FBI objected to proposals for establishing a permanent coordinating com- 
mittee and for lifting restraints on intelligence collection methods in 
all categories except legal mail coverage and National Security Agency 
communications intelligence. 
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(Ad Hoc), June 1970 (received from CIA).... 384 


21.2 House Judiciary Committee summary of Tom Charles 
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22. During the first week of July 1970 Huston sent the Special 

Report and a Top Secret memorandum entitled "Operational Restraints 
on Intelligence Collection" to Haldeman. In the memorandum Huston re- 
commended that the President, from among the options discussed by the 
Report, select in most areas discussed the option relaxing the re- 
straints on intelligence collection. Huston specifically noted that 
covert mail covers and surreptitious entries were illegal but nonethe- 
less recommended that the restraints on the use of these techniques 
be relaxed. Huston justified his recommendation in part on the past 
practices of the FBI. Huston also recommended the formation of an 
interagency evaluation committee, as outlined in the Report. 
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22.1 Tom Charles Huston memorandum, "Operational 
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1973 438 

22.2 House Judiciary Committee summary of Tom Charles 

Huston testimony, Senate Armed Services Committee 
Executive Session, May 21, 1973, 138-39 443 

22.3 H. R. Haldeman testimony, 8 SSC 3028 444 
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23. On July 14, 1970 H. R. Haldeman sent a Top Secret memorandum 
to Huston stating that the President had approved Hus ton* s recommenda- 
tions for relaxing restraints on intelligence collection. Haldeman 
requested that a formal decision memorandum be prepared. On or about 
July 23, 1970 Huston prepared and distributed to the members of the Ad 
Hoc Committee a Top Secret decision memorandum, with copies to the 
President and Haldeman, advising of the President f s decision to relax 
the restraints on intelligence gathering by use of the techniques of 
covering international communications facilities, electronic sur- 
veillance and penetrations, illegal mail covers, surreptitious entries, 
and development of campus sources. 
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24. On or before July 27, 1970, Director Hoover met with Attorney 
General Mitchell, informed Mitchell for the first time of the June 5, 
1970 meeting and the July 23, 1970 decision memorandum, and stated 
Hoover’s opposition to the Plan. Mitchell joined with Hoover in 
opposing the Plan. 
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25. 


On either July 27 or July 28, 1970 Huston, on instructions from 


Haldeman, recalled the decision memorandum of July 23, 1970 and requested 
that the members of the Ad Hoc Committee return their copies to the White 
House. Haldeman told Huston that Mitchell had called concerning the Plan, 
that the memorandum would be reconsidered and that Haldeman, Hoover and 
the Attorney General would meet to discuss the subject. Mitchell has 
testified that he informed the President and Haldeman of his opposition 
to the Plan. 


Page 

25.1 House Judiciary Committee summary of Tom Charles 

Huston testimony, Senate Armed Services Committee 
Executive Session, May 21, 1973, 142-44 470 

25.2 House Judiciary Committee summary of Tom Charles 
Huston testimony. House Armed Services Committee 
Executive Session, July 9, 1973, 1391-95, 1414-15.... 472 


25.3 Richard Helms memorandum, July 28, 1970 474 

25.4 John Mitchell testimony, 4 SSC 1604-05 475 

25.5 John Mitchell testimony, 5 SSC 1824 477 

25.6 H. R. Haldeman testimony, 8 SSC 3029-30 478 

25.7 Memorandum from Tom Charles Huston to H. R. 

Haldeman, August 5, 1970 (received from SSC) 480 

25.8 Memorandum from Tom Charles Huston to H. R. 

Haldeman, August 7, 1970 (received from SSC) 485 


( 27 ) 




26. In or around August 1970 H. R. Haldeman transferred White House 

responsibility for matters of domestic intelligence for internal security 
purposes from Tom Charles Huston to John Dean. On September 17, 1970 Dean 
and Attorney General Mitchell discussed procedures for commencing a domestic 
intelligence operation. On September 18, 1970 Dean wrote a memorandum to 
the Attorney General regarding the establishment of an interagency domestic 
intelligence unit and the use of an existing group called the Inter- 
Divisional Information Unit (IDIU) as a cover for the operation of the new 
unit. Dean recommended that restraints should be removed as necessary to 
obtain needed intelligence rather than on a blanket basis. Dean informed 
Mitchell that Haldeman had suggested he would be happy to join Mitchell 
in a meeting with Hoover. 
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27. In or before December 1970 the Intelligence Evaluation Committee 
was created to improve coordination among the intelligence community and 
to prepare evaluations and estimates of domestic intelligence. 
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28. In the latter part of 1970 the Secret Service installed a 
wiretap on the telephone of Donald Nixon, the Presidents brother, 
in Newport Beach, California, and also instituted physical sur- 
veillance. Caulfield was assigned by Ehrlichman to monitor and 
report to him on the wiretap. Caulfield has testified that the 
purpose of the surveillance was the concern that Donald Nixon might 
be involved with persons seeking to use him for improper political 
influence and thereby embarrass the President. The President has 
stated that his brother was aware of the surveillance while it was 


occurring because he asked about it, was told about it, and he 
approved of it . 
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29. On February 10, 1971 in the month before Director Hoover was 
to appear before a House Subcommittee on Appropriations, the FBI 
terminated the nine wiretaps from the 1969-71 electronic surveillance 
program which were still in operation. 
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30 . 


In June 1971 Dwight Chapin, the President's Appointments 
Secretary, and Gordon Strachan, an aide to H. R. Haldeman, recruited 
Donald Segretti to disrupt the campaigns of candidates for the 
Democratic presidential nomination. Shortly thereafter, Haldeman met 
with Herbert Kalmbach and authorized Kalmbach to pay out of political 
funds Segretti 's salary and expenses, which totaled $45,000 during 
the next year. 
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31 . 


On June 13, 1971 The Nev York Times published the first 
installment of excerpts from the History of U.S. Decision-Making 
Process on Viet Nam Policy , popularly known as the "Pentagon Papers." 

The Pentagon Papers, prepared in 1967 and 1968 at the direction of 
the Secretary of Defense, were based largely upon CIA and State and 
Defense Department documents classified "top secret." On June 15, 1971, 
at the direction of the President, the government instituted legal 
actions in an unsuccessful attempt to prohibit further publication of 
Pentagon Papers material by The New York Times and by The Washington 
Post which also had gained access to it. On that day, at the request 
of Attorney General Mitchell, the FBI began an investigation to 
determine how the newspapers had obtained copies of the Pentagon 
Papers. 
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32. Following the June 13, 1971 publication of the "Pentagon 
Papers," Daniel Ellsberg publicly acknowledged copying and releasing 
the documents. On June 28, 1971 Ellsberg was indicted in California 
on charges of unauthorized possession of defense information and 
conversion of government property, the Pentagon Papers. 
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33 . 


In the two weeks following the publication of the Pentagon Papers 
the President met at various meetings with Haldeman, Ehrlichman, Kissinger 
and Colson. According to Ehrlichman and Colson the participants at these 
meetings discussed the adverse effect of the publication of the Pentagon 
Papers upon national security and foreign policy and considered the pos- 
sibility that Daniel Ellsberg, identified as the probable source of the 
published papers, possessed additional sensitive information that he 
might disclose. During this period. White House staff members were told 
by Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Internal Security Division 
that some or all of the Pentagon Papers had been delivered to the Soviet 
Embassy on June 17, 1971. 
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34. The President has stated that in the week following the publica- 
tion of the Pentagon Papers he authorized the creation of a Special In- 
vestigations Unit whose principal purpose would be to stop future 
disclosure of sensitive security matters , and that he looked to John 
Ehrlichman to supervise that unit. This unit became known as the 
"Plumbers. 11 
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35. On June 23, 1971 Haldeman sent several projects to Strachan for 
implementation. One of the projects envisaged 24-hour-a~day surveillance 
of Senator Edward Kennedy. Caulfield and Dean objected to this project 
because of the risks involved and the project was not implemented. 
Strachan has testified that Dean told him that physical surveillance of 
Kennedy was in fact conducted on a periodic basis and that Strachan re- 
ceived reports on Kennedy 1 s activities. 
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36. On June 25, 1971 Colson sent a memorandum to Haldeman in which 

he analyzed in detail the political ramifications of the publication of 
the first installments of the Pentagon Papers and government efforts to 
halt further publication. He considered among other things the political 
advantages which could accrue to the Administration from the criminal 
prosecution of Ellsberg. 
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37 . During the last week of June 1971 Haldeman and Ehrlichman 

directed Colson to recommend a person to be responsible for research about 
the publication of the Pentagon Papers. One of Colson’s several candi- 
dates for this position was his friend E. Howard Hunt, a retired career 
CIA agent. 
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38. On July 1, 1971 the Internal Security Division of the Justice 
Department sent a request to the FBI asking whether there was any elec- 
tronic surveillance involving Daniel Ellsberg. According to the FBI, 
during the operation of the wiretap program authorized by the President 
in 1969, Ellsberg had been overheard 15 times on the telephone of Morton 
Halperin, one of the staff members of the NSC whose telephone was tapped. 
But no record of this overhearing was maintained in the regular files 
of the FBI. 
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39. On July 1, 1971 Colson and Hunt discussed various aspects of 

the Pentagon Papers matter. This telephone conversation was recorded 
and transcribed by Colson, and on July 2, 1971 he sent a copy of the 
transcript to Haldeman with the recommendation that Haldeman meet Hunt. 
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40. On July 6, 1971 Colson informed Ehrlichman that White House aide 
and speech writer Patrick J. Buchanan, Haldeman and Ehrlichman ! s first 
choice to head White House efforts on the Pentagon Papers matter, 
strongly believed he was not the man for the job. Colson urged 
Ehrlichman to meet with Hunt. On July 8, 1971, Buchanan sent a memo- 
randum to Ehrlichman recommending against the project because, while 
there were dividends to be derived from "Project Ellsberg, 11 none would 
justify the magnitude of the investigation being considered. Ehrlichman 
forwarded this memorandum to Haldeman to read and return. 
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41* 


Effective July 6, 1971 Hunt was hired as a White House 


consultant and assigned the task of studying the Pentagon Papers and the 
origins of American involvement in the Vietnam war. On the following 
morning, Colson introduced Hunt to Ehrlichman. 
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42. On July 7, 1971 Ehrlichman called General Robert Cushman, Deputy 
Director of the CIA, and informed him that Hunt had been asked by the 
President to perform special consultant work on security problems and 
that Hunt might be contacting Cushman sometime in the future for some 
assistance. Ehrlichman told Cushman he should consider Hunt to have pretty 
much carte blanche. Prior to the discovery of a transcript of Ehrlichman' s 
conversation with Cushman, in February 1974, Ehrlichman testified that he 
could not recall this phone call, that he was certain the President did 
not instruct him to secure CIA aid for Hunt, and that it was not until 
July 24, 1971 that the President gave him special authority to call on 
the CIA for assistance in connection with the work of the Special Investi- 
gations Unit. 


Page 


42.1 Partial transcript of a telephone conversation 
between Robert Cushman and John Ehrlichman, July 
7, 1971, with attached CIA employee affidavit, 

February 5, 1974 (received from CIA) 728 

42.2 Robert Cushman testimony, 8 SSC 3290. 732 

42.3 John Ehrlichman testimony, 6 SSC 2532 733 

42.4 John Ehrlichman testimony. Subcommittee of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee Executive Session, 

May 30, 1973, 285-88 734 

42.5 House Judiciary Committee summary of John Ehrlichman 

testimony. House Armed Services Committee Executive 
Session, June 13, 1973, 647 ' 738 


( 44 ) 



43 . 


By memorandum dated July 6, 1971 entitled "More Pentagon Papers/* 
Colson advised Ehrlichman that the Brookings Institution was conducting 
a study of American involvement in Vietnam; Colson characterized it as 
potentially another Pentagon Papers. According to Caulfield, a member 
of Dean f s staff, Colson suggested that a fire be started at the Brookings 
Institution in the course of which the papers could be stolen. Caulfield 
objected to the plan and reported his objection to Dean. On July 11, 

1971 Dean flew to San Clemente and told Ehrlichman that the Brookings 
Institution plan should be abandoned. Ehrlichman caused the project to 
be cancelled . 
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44. Between July 1 and July 11, 1971 Assistant FBI Director William 
Sullivan told Robert Mardian, Assistant Attorney General for Internal 
Security, that Sullivan had possession of the files and logs of the 
1969-71 wiretaps, and that the taps were not entered in the FBI indices. 
Mardian has testified that Sullivan indicated to him that the files were 
extremely sensitive, that Sullivan was likely to be forced out of the 
FBI by Director Hoover with whom he had disagreed on FBI policy, and that 
he desired to turn over the logs to Mardian so that Hoover could not use 
them against the White House. On July 11, 1971, after seeking the advice 
of Attorney General Mitchell about what to do about the logs and files, 
Mardian flew to San Clemente, California on a military courier flight to 
report to the President. 
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45. On July 12, 1971 Robert Mardian met with the President and John 
Ehrlichman and related William Sullivan* s concerns about the wiretap 
files and logs. The President directed Mardian to obtain the 1969-71 
files and to deliver them to Ehrlichman. ilardian was also directed to 
verify that the copies of summaries sent to Kissinger and Haldeman 
were secure. 
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46. On July 13, 1971 the FBI reported to the Assistant 

Attorney General, Internal Security Division of the Department of 
Justice, that a review of the records of the FBI revealed that no 
conversations of Daniel Ellsberg had been monitored by electronic 
surveillance devices. On July 16, 1971 the FBI reported there had 
been no direct electronic surveillance of Morton Halperin. 
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47. On or about July 17, 1971 Ehrlichman assigned Egil Krogh, a 

member of Ehrlichman T s staff, and David Young, who was then serving 
on the staff of the National Security Council, as co-chairmen of the 
Special Investigations Unit. 
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48. In the week following July 17, 1971 Krogh recruited Gordon 

Liddy, an ex-FBI agent, for the Special Investigations Unit, and Colson 
instructed Hunt to report to that unit. Office space, equipped as a 
high security area with a special alarm system and a scrambler telephone 
was made available in the Executive Office Building. 
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49. During the period from July 1971 to December 1971 Ehrlichman 
authorized Gordon Liddy to conduct an unspecified number of wiretaps 
on persons whose names have not been disclosed. 
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50. Charles Colson’s responsibility with respect to the Special 

Investigations Unit was to disseminate the information obtained by 
the Unit. In this connection, Colson prepared memoranda to Ehrlichman 
concerning efforts undertaken to encourage Congress to hold hearings 
on the Pentagon Papers matter. 
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51. On July 22, 1971 Howard Hunt met CIA Deputy Director 

Cushman and asked for CIA aid in connection with an interview Hunt 
was going to have with an unidentified person. The CIA provided 
Hunt with, among other things, material for physical disguise and 
voice alteration, and "alias" identification in the name of "Edward 
Warren." The material furnished to Hunt was intended to be used by 
Hunt to interview one Clifton DeMotte who was believed to have informa- 
tion reflecting unfavorably on certain members of the Kennedy political 
grouping. 
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52. 


On July 24, 1971 commencing at 12:36 p.m., the President held a 


meeting with Ehrlichman and Krogh. The day before The New York Times 
had published a story revealing details of the U. S. negotiating position 
in the Strategic Arms Limitation (SALT) talks then in progress. At the 
July 24 meeting there was a discussion of efforts to identify the source 
of the SALT leak and the use of a polygraph on State Department personnel 
suspected of being the source of the leak. 
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52.2 Tape recording of meeting among the President, John 
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53. Following the meeting among the President, Ehrlichman and 

Krogh the Special Investigations Unit conducted an investigation of 
the SALT leak, and received the assistance of the CIA in obtaining 
polygraph equipment and operators. 
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53.4 House Judiciary Committee summary of CIA Director 
of Security testimony, Subcommittee of the House 
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54. Sometime prior to July 27, 1971 Young asked the Director 
of Security of the CIA to have a psychological profile of Ellsberg 
prepared. The project was personally authorized by CIA Director 
Helms. Young told both Helms and the CIA Director of Security that 
it was Ehrlichman f s wish that the CIA undertake the project. By 
memorandum dated July 27, 1971 Young and Krogh advised Ehrlichman 
that preparation of the profile was underway. 
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54.1 Richard Helms testimony, Senate Foreign Relations 


Committee, Nomination of Richard Helms to be 
Ambassador to Iran and CIA International and 
Domestic Activities, May 21, 1973, 62-63 898 

54.2 CIA employee affidavit. May 9, 1973 and CIA 
Director of Security memorandum, August 3, 

1973 (received from CIA). 900 

54.3 Memorandum from Egil Krogh and David Young to 
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White House) 905 

54.4 Richard Helms testimony, 8 SSC 3235 909 


( 56 ) 




55. Hunt sent a memorandum dated July 28, 1971 to Colson entitled 

"Neutralization of Ellsberg.” Hunt proposed the building of a file on 
Ellsberg to contain all available overt, covert and derogatory informa- 
tion in order to determine how to destroy Ellsberg’ s public image and 
credibility. Hunt suggested that Ellsberg f s psychiatric files be ob- 
tained. Hunt suggested a CIA psychological assessment/evaluation on 
Ellsberg. Colson has testified that he forwarded Hunt’s memorandum to 
Krogh. By memorandum dated August 3, 1971 Young reported to Colson that 
the psychological profile and certain other items mentioned in Hunt’s 
memorandum were already underway and that the other suggestions in 
Hunt’s memorandum were under consideration. 
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56. In August 1971 William Sullivan delivered to Robert Mardian the 
files and logs respecting the 1969-71 wiretaps and the FBI surevillances 
on Joseph Kraft. Shortly thereafter Mardian delivered these records to 
the White House. According to Mardian, when the materials were delivered 
by him to the White House Henry Kissinger and Alexander Haig were present 
and assured themselves that the summaries of wiretap information were 
identical to the summaries that Kissinger had previously received. 

A similar check was made with Haldeman as to summaries sent to him. 
Mardian has stated that two of the summaries sent to Haldeman were 
missing from Haldeman f s records. Mardian then delivered the files and 
wiretap logs to the Oval Office of the White House. 
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57. 


On July 29, 1971 the President sent a letter to FBI Director 


Hoover asking him to furnish Krogh with files containing material about 
the investigation of Ellsberg and the Pentagon Papers* In response, 
on August 3, 1971, Hoover sent Krogh copies of FBI interviews and other 
material. In connection with its investigation of the disclosure and 
publication of the Pentagon Papers, the Special Investigations Unit 
also from time to time received information from the Department of 
Defense, the Department of State and other government agencies. 
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57.1 Letter from J. Edgar Hoover to President Nixon, 

August 2, 1971 (received from White House) 952 
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58. In the week prior to August 5, 1971 Krogh, Young, Hunt and Liddy 
discussed information that the FBI had sought to interview Ellsberg ? s 
psychiatrist, Lewis Fielding, but that Fielding had refused to discuss 
anything involving any of his patients. There was discussion about 
someone going into Fielding's office to find whatever information there 
was about Ellsberg. Liddy said that when he was in the FBI he had been 
involved in an entry operation. There was discussion of whether Cuban 
Americans who had worked with Hunt on the Bay of Pigs invasion might 
be available to make the actual entry into Fielding's office. 
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59. On or about August 5, 1971 Krogh and Young reported to Ehrlichman 
that the FBI had been unable to gain access to Fielding’s files on 
Ellsberg. They told Ehrlichman that to examine these records something 
other than regular channels through the FBI or through the ongoing agencies 
would have to be undertaken. Krogh told Ehrlichman that there were 
individuals in the unit and individuals available who had professional 
experience in this kind of investigation,, Ehrlichman said that he would 
think about it. Ehrlichman has stated that he discussed with the Presi- 
dent the need to send Hunt and Liddy to California to pursue the Ellsberg 
investigation and the President responded that Krogh should do whatever 
was necessary to get to the bottom of the matter — to learn Daniel 
Ellsberg’ s motive and potential for further action. 
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60. According to a document in the file of the Special 

Investigations Unit entitled "Specific Projects as of August 10, 
1971," in addition to the investigation of Ellsberg and the Pentagon 
Papers and the SALT disclosure, the Unit undertook projects with re- 
spect to an analysis of leaks, press regulations, classification and 
declassification systems, the cancellation of software contracts and 
a polygraph study. 
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60.1 Document entitled "Specific Projects as of 

August 10, 1971" from the files of the Special 
Investigations Unit (received from White House) .... 1006 
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61 . On August 11, 1971 the CIA delivered to Krogh and Young a 

psychological profile on Ellsberg dated August 9, 1971. On the same 
day Krogh and Young submitted a written status report to Ehrlichman 


on the entire Pentagon Papers project. The report referred to the 
psychological profile of Ellsberg that had been received, but stated 
that Krogh and Young considered it to be superficial. Krogh and 
Young recommended that a covert operation be undertaken to examine 
all the medical files still held by Ellsberg T s psychoanalyst covering 
the two year period in which Ellsberg was undergoing analysis. 

Ehrlichman stated his approval of the recommendation if done with Krogh 
and Young’s assurance that it was not traceable. Copies of the August 11 
status report which were furnished by the White House to the House 
Judiciary Committee had the paragraph recommending a covert operation 
and Ehrlichman f s approval deleted. 
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62. By memorandum dated August 11, 1971 Young contacted the State 

Department to enable Hunt to review and obtain copies of State Department 
cable files covering Vietnam during 1963. At an earlier date shortly 
after Hunt was employed at the White House, Hunt and Colson had talked 
to Colonel Lucien Conein, a retired CIA employee formerly stationed in 
Vietnam who was familiar with the events leading up to the overthrow and 
death of South Vietnamese President Diem in 1963. Hunt has testified 
that on the basis of material in the State Department files and apparent 
omissions from the files he concluded that there was reason to believe 
that the Kennedy Administration had been implicitly responsible for the 
assassination of Diem and his brother. Hunt fabricated cables designed to 
implicate the Kennedy Administration in the deaths. Hunt then took steps 
to have the cables publicized. Hunt has testified that he was acting 
under the instructions of Colson. Colson has denied this. The copies 
of the State Department cables and the forged cables were taken from 
Hunt’s safe in June 1972 and delivered to L. Patrick Gray, who later 
destroyed them. 
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63. On August 12, 1971 Young, Hunt and Liddy met with the CIA staff 
psychiatrist who had directed the preparation of the Ellsberg psychological 
profile to discuss further development of the profile. Young told the 
psychiatrist of Ehrlichman's and Kissinger's personal interest in the 
profile and stated that the President had been informed of the study. 
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63.2 CIA staff psychiatrist testimony, Subcommittee of 

the Senate Appropriations Committee Executive Session, 

May 10, 1973, 111-12... 109C 

63.3 E. Howard Hunt testimony, 9 SSC 3805-06 1092 
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64. In discussions in mid-August 1971 concerning the plan to gain 
access to Dr. Fielding’s files on Ellsberg, Krogh and Young told Hunt 
and Liddy not to be present when the operation was executed because of 
their association with the White House. During this period Hunt went to 
Miami, Florida where he recruited Bernard Barker for the operation. 
Barker had worked with Hunt in connection with the Bay of Pigs invasion. 
Barker then recruited Felipe DeDiego and Eugenio Martinez, who had 
participated in intelligence work with Barker on previous occasions. 
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65. On or about August 19, 1971 Daniel Schorr, a television 
commentator for CBS News, was invited to the White House to meet 
with Presidential aides in connection with an allegedly unfavorable 
news analysis by Schorr of a Presidential speech. Thereafter, while 
traveling with the President, Haldeman directed Lawrence Higby, one 
of his aides, to obtain an FBI background report on Schorr. The FBI, 
following Higby T s request, conducted an extensive investigation of 
Schorr. The FBI immediately interviewed 25 persons in seven hours, 
including members of Schorr f s family, friends, employers, and the 
like. Schorr never consented to such an investigation. Following 
public disclosure of the investigation, the White House stated that 
Schorr was investigated in connection with a potential appointment 
as an assistant to the Chairman of the Environmental Quality Council. 
He was never appointed. Haldeman has testified that Schorr was not 
being considered for any federal appointment and that he could not 
remember why the request was made. 
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66. On August 19, 1971 Krogh and Young informed Ehrlichman that 
Colson had been instructed by the President to get something out on the 
Pentagon Papers. On August 24, 1971 Ehrlichman forwarded to Colson a 
memorandum on Leonard Boudin, Daniel Ellsberg^ attorney, which was 
prepared by Howard Hunt. Colson released the Hunt memorandum to a 
newspaper reporter. 
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67. On August 25, 1971 Hunt requested and received from the CIA 

alias identification and disguise material for Liddy and a camera con- 
cealed in a tobacco pouch. Later that day Hunt and Liddy flew to Los 
Angeles for the purpose of obtaining information about Ellsberg and 
the Pentagon Papers disclosure. While in Los Angeles Hunt and Liddy 
sought to determine the feasibility of an operation to gain access to 
Dr. Fielding's files. Hunt and Liddy took photographs of the interior 
and exterior of Dr. Fielding's office. Upon Hunt’s return from Los 
Angeles on either August 26 or 27, 1971 a CIA employee met Hunt at the 
airport, had the film processed and returned the prints to Hunt the 
same day. Hunt and Liddy showed the photographs to Krogh and Young and 
reported that a surreptitious entry was feasible. 
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68, On August 26, 1971 Young sent a memorandum to Ehrlichman 

stating that the plan was to develop slowly a negative picture around 
the whole Pentagon study affair (preparation to publication) and to 
identify Ellsberg's associates and supporters on the new left with this 
negative image. The memorandum referred to material to be developed 
from the present Hunt/Liddy Project #1. The memo stated that it would 
be absolutely essential to have an overall game plan developed for its 
use in conjunction with a Congressional investigation. On the follow- 
ing day Ehrlichman sent a memorandum to Colson requesting a game plan 
for the use of materials obtained from Hunt/Liddy Special Project #1. 
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69. On August 27, 1971 CIA Deputy Director Cushman telephoned 

Ehrlichman to request that Hunt be restrained in his requests to the 
CIA for further assistance. Hunt had requested from the CIA such 
items as a stenographer, credit cards, and an office in New York 
with a phone listed in New York that could be monitored in Washington. 
Ehrlichman agreed that the CIA need not meet Hunt's additional requests. 
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69.1 Robert Cushman testimony, 8 SSC 3293-94 1226 

69.2 Memorandum for the record, August 30, 1971, and 
routing slip, August 31, 1971, SSC Exhibit No. 122, 
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239 1231 
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70. Krogh and Young have testified that they telephoned Ehrlichman 

at Cape Cod on or about August 30, 1971 and reported that Hunt and 
Liddy had returned from California and reported that a covert operation 
could be undertaken and would not be traceable. Ehrlichman gave his 
approval. Ehrlichman has testified that he does not recall receiving 
this telephone call. 
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71- Prior to September 2, 1971 either Krogh (according to Krogh) or 

Ehrlichman (according to Colson) requested Colson to obtain $5,000. The 
money was to be used to finance the Fielding operation. Colson requested 
Joseph Baroody, a Washington public relations consultant, to deliver $5,000 
to Krogh who turned it over to Liddy. Several weeks later Colson caused 
Baroody to be repaid with $5,000 from a political contribution by a 
dairy industry political organization. 
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72. On or about September 2, 1971 Hunt and Liddy flew to Chicago 

where they purchased cameras and walkie-talkies. Then they flew to 
Los Angeles where they met Barker, Martinez and DeDiego and purchased a 
crow bar, glass cutter, and other burglary tools. On the night of 
September 3, 1971, Barker, Martinez and DeDiego entered Dr. Fielding’s 
office by breaking a first floor window of the building and breaking 
open the door to Dr. Fielding’s second floor office. The file cabinets 
and desk in Dr. Fielding’s office were broken into and searched. Liddy 
maintained a watch outside the building while Hunt, who was in communica- 
tion by walkie-talkie, watched Dr. Fielding’s residence. Barker, Martinez 
and DeDiego have testified that they did not locate any file on Ellsberg 
and that no information was obtained. Dr. Fielding has testified that 
his file cabinet had been broken into and the file on Ellsberg withdrawn. 
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73. On or about September 7, 1971 Hunt and Liddy delivered reports 

to Krogh and Young which included photographs of the physical damage to 
Dr. Fielding’s office. Hunt and Liddy recommended a further operation 
to seek the files at Dr. Fielding’s home. Krogh reported these facts 
to Ehrlichman. Ehrlichman has testified that the action far exceeded 
the authorization he had given and disapproved any further covert 
activity. On the same day Hunt testified that he sought to discuss the 
entry into Fielding’s office with Colson. Colson testified he declined 
to discuss the matter. 
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74. At 10:45 a.m. on September 8, 1971 Ehrlichman met with Krogh 

and Young and they discussed the Fielding break-in. At 1:45 that 
afternoon Ehrlichman telephoned the President and between 3:26 p.m. and 
5:10 p.m, Ehrlichman met with the President. Ehrlichman has testified 
that he did not tell the President about the Fielding break-in. On 
September 10, 1971 Ehrli hman met with the President from 3:03 to 3:51 
p.m. and at 4:00 p.m. Ehrlichman met with Krogh and Young. 
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75 . 


In August or September 1971, Caulfield submitted to John Dean 
a written proposal for a political intelligence operation entitled 
Operation Sandwedge with a budget of $511,000. The proposal specified 
both clandestine offensive and defensive operations, including a black 
bag capability. The budget included an item of $15,000 for Equipment- 
Electronic Surveillance. During September and October 1971, Strachan 
informed Haldeman that the proposal had been considered by Dean and 
Attorney General Mitchell. Haldeman instructed Strachan to arrange 
a meeting with Mitchell to discuss pending matters including the Sandwedge 
plan. On November 4, 1971 Haldeman, Mitchell, Magruder and Strachan dis- 
cussed the plan. Operation Sandwedge was never instituted. On November 
24, 1971 Mitchell discussed with Caulfield a position at CRP. 
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76. Between September 1971 and June 16, 1972 Donald Segretti hired 
operatives to infiltrate the campaigns of various Democratic candidates, 
placed Senator Edmund Muskie under physical surveillance, disrupted 
campaign activities, and printed false and scurrilous materials attri- 
buted to various Democratic candidates. These publications, in violation 
of 18 U.S.C. Section 612, were mailed by Segretti to Dwight Chapin, the 
President's appointments secretary. During this same period, CRP employed 
individuals to infiltrate the Muskie, Humphrey and McGovern campaign 
staffs. These individuals were assigned code names such as Sedan Chair 
II and Fat Jack and supplied documents and intelligence information 
about the Democratic campaigns. Strachan has testified that a Sedan 
Chair II report was included in a Political Matters Memorandum sent by 
Strachan to Haldeman. 
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77. On November 1, 1971 John Ehrlichman was informed by Egil Krogh 

and David Young in a memorandum that the prosecution of Daniel Ellsberg 
would be more difficult because (1) Ellsberg gave classified information 
to the press, not to a foreign power, (2) a few months after Ellsberg 
went public, the Department of Defense published virtually the same 
materials, and (3) there had been no apparent damage as a result of 
Ellsberg f s disclosures. 
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78. 


Prior to November 9, 1971 members of the Plumbers Unit had 


conversed with the CIA staff psychiatrist who had directed the prepara- 
tion of the Ellsberg psychological profile, and had sent materials to 
the CIA to be used in the development of that profile. On November 9, 
1971 CIA Director Richard Helms wrote to David Young stating that the 
CIA’s involvement in preparation of the Ellsberg profile should not be 
revealed in any context. On November 12, 1971 the CIA delivered to 
the Plumbers an expanded psychological profile of Daniel Ellsberg. 
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79. 


On December 14, 1971 after publication in a newspaper column 


of facts about the U. S. position on the India-Pakistan War, Krogh and 
Young were assigned to investigate the disclosure. Krogh was dropped 
from the Unit on December 20, 1971 after he refused to authorize specific 
wiretaps. Subsequently, four FBI wiretaps were authorized and instituted, 
and Young pursued the investigation that coincidentally uncovered the 
fact that classified documents were being passed to the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff from the military liaison office at the National Security Council 
in the White House, The FBI files contain no written instructions or 
authorization from either the Attorney General or the White House. The 
records of these taps were kept completely isolated from regular FBI 
files, and they were not entered in the electronic surveillance indices. 
Young rendered a report on the investigation in early January 1972, but 
the taps continued past that date, the last being terminated June 20, 

1972. The liaison office was abolished. 
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80. On or about December 14, 1971 Gordon Liddy left the White House 
staff to become counsel to CRP and then later to FCRP. 


80.1 Memorandum from Gordon Strachan to H. R. Haldeman 
December 6, 1971 (received from White House)....., 
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81. On December 29, 1971, a fifteen count indictment of Daniel 
Ellsberg was filed alleging violations of the conspiracy statutes, and 
statutes prohibiting the unauthorized distribution of classified informa- 
tion and misappropriation of government property* No counts were included 
alleging the transmission of documents to a foreign country or representa- 
tives of a foreign country because evidence was not developed to support 
such a charge. 
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82. On December 30, 1971 Attorney General John Mitchell received a 
letter from Ehrlichman renewing Ehrlichman’ s suggestion that the 
Attorney General consider a voluntary non-suit of the Ellsberg prose- 
cution. 
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83. On February 11, 1972 at the direction of Haldeman and 

Attorney General John Mitchell, Gordon Liddy and Howard Hunt met 
with Donald Segretti in Miami to review Segretti T s activities. This 
meeting was in response to a memorandum sent to Haldeman and Mitchell 
entitled "Matter of Potential Embarrassment" prepared by Jeb Magruder, 
which stated that Segretti should be under Liddy f s control. This 
memorandum was destroyed by Gordon Strachan on June 20, 1972. Hunt 
has testified that he and Liddy recommended that Segretti T s operation 
be terminated, but that their recommendation was overruled. 
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84 . 


On May 27, and June 17, 1972 five men under the supervision 
of Liddy and Hunt, entered the offices of the DNC at the Watergate 
office building for the purpose of gathering political intelligence and 
effecting electronic surveillance. Two of these five, Bernard Barker 
and Eugenio Martinez, had participated with Liddy and Hunt in the 
break-in at the offices of Daniel Ellsberg f s psychiatrist. 
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85. On or about June 8, 1972 in the course of pretrial proceedings 
in the Ellsberg case, the Government, in response to an order of the 
Court, stated in an affidavit which was filed in the case that there 
had been no electronic surveillance of conversations of Daniel 
Ellsberg. This statement was repeated in affidavits filed on 
December 14, 1972 and February 23, 1973. 
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86. On June 20 or 21, 1972 Fred LaRue, Special Assistant to CRP 

Campaign Director John Mitchell, and Robert Mardian, an official of 
CRP acting as its counsel, met in LaRue f s apartment with Gordon Liddy. 
Liddy told LaRue and Mardian that certain persons involved in the 
Watergate break-ins previously had been involved in operations of 
the White Rouse "Plumbers" unit, including the entry into the offices 
of Daniel Ellsberg’s psychiatrist. Liddy told Mardian and LaRue 
that commitments for bail money, maintenance and legal services had 
been made to those arrested in connection with the DNC break-in and 
that Runt felt it was CRP f s obligation to provide bail money and to 
get his men out of jail. 
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87. On or about June 21, 1972 Mardian and LaRue met with John 

Mitchell and told him of their meeting with Liddy, including Liddy T s 
statements about the break-in into the office of Daniel Ellsberg T s 
psychiatrist. Mitchell was also advised of Liddy T s request for bail 
money and of Liddy ! s statement that he got his approval in the White 
Rouse. Mitchell instructed Mardian to tell Liddy that bail money 
would not be forthcoming. Mitchell has testified that he refrained 
from advising the President of what he had learned because he did 
not think it appropriate for the President to have that type of 
knowledge, and that he believed that knowledge would cause the 
President to take action detrimental to the campaign and that the best 
thing to do was just to keep the lid on through the election. 
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88. On June 23, 1972 H. R. Haldeman met with the President. The 

President directed Haldeman to meet with CIA Director Richard Helms, 
Deputy CIA Director Vernon Walters and John Ehrlichman. The President 
directed Haldeman to discuss White House concern regarding possible 
disclosure of covert CIA operations and operations of the White House 
Special Investigations Unit (the "Plumbers"), not related to Watergate, 
that had been undertaken previously by some of the Watergate principals. 
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89. On or before June 25, 1972 J immediately after the FBI had con- 
tacted Donald Segretti as part of the Watergate investigation, John Dean 
met with Segretti in the EOB to advise Segretti on how to deal with his 
impending FBI interview. In this meeting, arranged by Dwight Chapin and 
Gordon Strachan, Dean told Segretti not to reveal his relationship with 
Chapin, Strachan or Herbert Kalmbach to the FBI, if possible, and during 
the subsequent FBI interviews, Segretti withheld this information. A 
copy of the interview summary FBI 302 form was given to Dean by the FBI. 
In July 1972 Chapin instructed Segretti to destroy his records. 


Page 

89.1 Donald Segretti testimony, 10 SSC 3984-85, 4022. 1542 

89.2 John Dean testimony, 3 SSC 962-63 ....1545 

89.3 t* Patrick Gray testimony, SJC, Gray" Nomination 

Hearings, 224-25, 305-06.. 1547 

89.4 FBI memorandum from Charles Bolz to Charles Bates, 

October 12, 1972, 1-2 (received from SSC) 1551 

89". 5 Dwight Chapin testimony. United States v. Chapin , 

April 3, 1974, 539-41 1553 


( 93 ) 



90. On or about June 27, 1972 John Dean and Fred Fielding, his 
assistant, delivered to FBI agents a portion of the materials from 
Howard Hunt’s safe. The materials given to the FBI agents included 
top secret diplomatic dispatches relating to Vietnam. The portion 
withheld from the FBI agents included fabricated diplomatic cables 
purporting to show the involvement of the Kennedy administration in 
the fall of the Diem regime in Vietnam, memoranda concerning the 
Plumbers unit, a file relating to an investigation Hunt had con- 
ducted for Charles Colson at Chappaquidick, and two notebooks and a 
pop-up address book. 
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91. On or about June 28, 1972 John Dean was informed that the FBI 
was attempting to interview Kathleen Chenow, who was the secretary of 
David Young and Egil Krogh when they were active as part of the White 
House Special Investigations Unit. Dean has testified that he informed 
John Ehrlichman of problems connected with Chenow 1 s interview and 
Ehrlichman agreed that before her FBI interview Chenow should be briefed 
not to disclose the activities of Howard Hunt and Gordon Liddy while 
at the White House. On June 28, 1972 Dean telephoned Acting FBI 
Director Gray and requested that Chenow’ s interview be temporarily 
held up for reasons of national security. Gray agreed to the request. 
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92. On June 28, 1972 L. Patrick Gray met with John Ehrlichman and 
John Dean. At this meeting Gray was given two folders containing 
documents which he was told had been retrieved from E. Howard Hunt's safe 
and had not been delivered to FBI agents when the remainder of the 
contents of the safe was delivered on June 27, 1972. Gray was told 
that these documents were politically sensitive, were unrelated to 
Watergate, and should never be made public. Gray destroyed these 
documents in December 1972. Dean did not deliver to Gray the two 
notebooks and pop-up address book that had been found in Hunt's safe; 

Dean has related that he discovered these items in a file folder in 
his office in late January 1973, at which time he shredded the note- 
books and discarded the address book. 
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93. In the summer of 1972 after Segretti had terminated his acti- 
vities, Chapin met with Segretti in California. Segretti has testified 
Chapin told him to keep several thousand dollars of advanced expense 
money as a bonus. They also discussed the possibility of Chapin 1 s 
finding Segretti a job. 

93.1 Donald Segretti testimony. Un ited States v. Chapin , 
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April 3, 1974, 539-40. . 


Page 

1590 

1593 


( 97 ) 


94. 


In August 1972 Chapin arranged for Dean to meet with Segretti 


prior to his appearance before the Watergate Grand Jury. Dean advised 
Segretti again to withhold the names of Chapin, Strachan, and Kalmbach 
before the Grand Jury, if possible, but told him not to lie. On the 
basis of a call from Dean, Assistant Attorney General Henry Petersen 
instructed Assistant U. S. Attorney Earl Silbert to confine his ques- 
tioning of Segretti to Watergate and Segretti' s contacts with Hunt, 
and not to ask him about his contacts with Kalmbach. 
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95. On August 28, 1972 Egil Krogh appeared and testified falsely 
before the Watergate Grand Jury that he had no knowledge that Howard 
Hunt had traveled any place other than Texas while he was working on 
the declassification of the "Pentagon Papers.” He also testified 
falsely that he knew of no trips to California "for the White House" 
by Gordon Liddy. 
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96. After an October 10, 1972 newspaper story disclosed Segretti's 
activities, Segretti met with Dean at the EOB. On October 11, according 
to Dean, at Ehrlichman' s suggestion he told Segretti to go underground 
until after the election. On October 13, 1972 Chapin, Ehrlichman, H. R. 
Haldeman, Ronald Ziegler and Richard Moore met at the White House. They 
discussed an impending Post story which stated that Chapin was Segretti's 
White House contact in a sabotage operation against the Democrats. 

Chapin issued a statement which indicated that he had known Segretti in 
college, but labeled the Post story as hearsay and inaccurate. 
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97. In October 1972, according to Haldeman, the President read 
newspaper stories linking Segretti and Kalmbach and asked Haldeman 
about them. Haldeman has testified that he had specific information 
to answer the President’s questions about Segretti. 
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98 . 


After November 5, 1972 Ehrlichman received a detailed factual 
chronology prepared by Chapin about White House involvement with Segretti. 
In preparing the chronology, Chapin used blanks instead of the names of 
Haldeman and Mitchell. Chapin has testified he did this out of a deep 
sense of loyalty to Haldeman. 
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99. On November 10, 1972 Dean met with Segretti in California and 
taped the conversation, during which Segretti explained his activities, 
some of which were criminal, and his involvement with Chapin. Dean has 
testified that at Ehrlichman f s direction, he played the tape recording 
for Haldeman and Ehrlichman at Key Biscayne on November 12, 1972. On 
November 15, 1972 at Camp David, Haldeman and Ehrlichman told Dean that 
the President had decided that Chapin had to leave the White House. 


Page 

99.1 Donald Segretti testimony, 10 SSC 3984, 4018 1698 

99.2 John Dean testimony, 3 SSC 965-66 1700 

99.3 John Ehrlichman testimony, 7 SSC 2760, 2803 1702 

99.4 Lawrence Higby interview, SSC, June 22, 1973, 1, 8 

(received from SSC) 1704 


( 103 ) 



100. On December 18, 1972 Ronald Ziegler, the President's Press 
Secretary, announced that Chapin would continue during the second term 
as Deputy Assistant to the President. In January 1973 Ziegler announced 
that Chapin would leave the Administration, but denied that his departure 
was a result of his relationship with Segretti. Chapin has testified 
that he left the White House because of the publicity about his connec- 
tion with Segretti; that he was interested in protecting the President 
because the President did not know anything about Segretti ? s activities; 
that he was also interested in protecting Haldeman. 
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101. On January 8, 1973 former CIA Deputy Director Cushman sent a 
memorandum to John Ehrlichman identifying as the person who requested 
CIA assistance for E. Howard Hunt in 1971 one of the following: Ehrlich- 

man, Charles Colson or John Dean. On January 10, 1973 after discussions 
with Ehrlichman and Dean, Cushman changed the memorandum to state that 
he did not recall the identity of the White House person who requested 
assistance for Hunt. 


Page 


101.1 John Dean testimony, 3 SSC 977-78 1720 

101.2 Robert Cushman testimony, 8 SSC 3295-97 1722 

101.3 Memorandum from Robert Cushman to John Ehrlichman, 
January 8, 1973 and CIA employee note, July 12, 

1973 (received from CIA) 1725 

101.4 Memorandum from Robert Cushman to John Ehrlichman, 
January 10, 1973, SSC Exhibit No. 126, 8 SSC 

3391 1728 


( 105 ) 



102. Early in 1973 John Dean met with Assistant Attorney General 
Petersen. Petersen showed Dean documents delivered by the CIA to the 
Department of Justice at an October 24, 1972 meeting, including copies 
of the photographs connecting E. Howard Hunt and Gordon Liddy with Dr. 
Fielding's office. On a second occasion prior to February 9, 1973 
Dean met with Petersen and discussed what the Department of Justice 
would do if requested by the CIA to return materials. Petersen told 
him that a notation that the materials had been sent back to the CIA 
would have to be made in the Department's files. 
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103. On February 9, 1973 Dean called CIA Director James Schlesinger. 
Dean suggested that the CIA request the Department of Justice to return 
a package of materials that had been sent to the Department of Justice 
in connection with the Watergate investigation. Deputy CIA Director 
Walters contacted Dean on February 21, 1973 and refused Dean’s request. 
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104. 


On or about February 22 or 23, 1973 Dean has testified that 


Time magazine notified the White House that it was going to print a 
story that the White House had undertaken wiretaps of newsmen and 
White House staff members. Dean made inquiries of Assistant FBI 
Director Mark Felt, former Attorney General Mitchell, and former 
Assistant FBI Director William Sullivan respecting this matter. 
According to Dean, he called John Ehrlichman. Ehrlichman admitted 
that he had the logs and files of these wiretaps in his safe, but 
directed Dean to have Presidential Press Secretary Ronald Ziegler 
flatly deny the story. According to Dean, he called Ziegler and so 
advised him. Time quoted a White House spokesman as stating that no 
one at the White House asked for or received any such taps . 
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105. On February 28, 1973 the President met with John Dean. They 
discussed the February 26 Time magazine story about the 1969-71 wire- 
taps. Dean also informed the President of his conversations with 
William Sullivan respecting conduct by prior administrations with 
relation to the FBI. Dean said the White House was stonewalling the 
Time magazine story totally, and the President said oh, absolutely. 

The President stated that the tapping was a very unproductive thing 
and had never been useful in any operation that the President ever 
conducted. 
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106. On March 1, 1973 Acting FBI Director Gray testified publicly 
before the Senate Judiciary Committee that he had checked the records 
and indices of the FBI and had found no record that newsmen and White 
House officials had been wiretapped. By a written report dated February 
26, 1973 Assistant FBI Director E. S. Miller had furnished to Assistant 
FBI Director Mark Felt information respecting the wiretaps referred to 
by Time magazine. 
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106.2 E. S. Miller interview, FBI, May 10, 1973, 1, 3-4, 
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October 20, 1971 and February 26, 1973 (received 

from Department of Justice) 1761 
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107. 


On February 28, March 8, 13 and 14, 1973 the President discussed 


the extent of Segretti’s White House involvement with Dean. Between 
March 18 and March 22, 1973 Richard Moore prepared a factually accurate 
report about Segretti’s relationship with Chapin and Kalmbach and a copy 
was forwarded to Ehrlichman, but it was not released to the public. 
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108, On Marche 13, 1973 the President met with John Dean. The President 
stated that Patrick Gray should not be FBI director and mentioned another 
possible appointee to that position. Dean also reported to the President 
on the information that Sullivan had about the 1969-71 wiretaps. 
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109. On March 20, 1973 Krogh has testified that he met with Dean in 
Dean’s EOB office and they discussed Hunt’s threat to tell all the seamy 
things that he had done for Ehrlichman unless he was paid more than 
$100,000. Following this meeting, Krogh had a telephone conversation 
during which Ehrlichman said that Hunt was asking for a great deal of 
money and if the money was not paid Hunt might blow the lid off and tell 
all he knew. During the same period Ehrlichman reviewed with Young what 
Hunt might say in the light of the blackmail attempt. 
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109.1 Egil Krogh testimony. Grand Jury Room No. 3, 


January 29, 1974, 3-7 1822 

109.2 John Ehrlichman testimony, 6 SSC 2550-51 1827 
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no. 


On the afternoon of March 21, 1973 the President met with H. R. 


Haldeman, John Ehrlichman and John Dean. Ehrlichman stated that the 
disclosure of Hunt’s activities regarding the break-in at Ellsberg’s 
psychiatrist’s office raised search and seizure problems which could 
result in a mistrial in the Daniel Ellsberg prosecution. Krogh has 
testified that on March 21, 1973 Ehrlichman said that perhaps Krogh and 
Young should tell the Department of Justice about the events of 1971 
under a grant of limited immunity, but Ehrlichman told Krogh not to do 
anything about this possibility until the next day when Mitchell would 
arrive in Washington and it could be learned how Hunt’s demand would 
be or had been handled. 
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110.1 House Judiciary Committee transcript of a meeting 
among the President, H. R. Haldeman, John Ehrlich- 
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111. On Marche 22, 1973 Ehrlichman telephoned Krogh* Krogh has 
testified that Ehrlichman told Krogh he had learned from Mitchell that 
Eunt was stable and would not disclose all; Ehrlichman told Krogh to 
hang tough. Krogh also has testified that Dean told Krogh on March 22, 
1973 that Krogh should not do anything rash. 
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112. Prior to March 27, 1973 David Young, at Ehrlichman^ request, 
delivered to Ehrlichman ! s office the Special Investigations Unit's files 
on the Pentagon Papers investigation. Young has testified that on March 
27, 1973 Ehrlichman told Young that Hunt might reveal the Fielding 
break-in, that Ehrlichman had recently discussed the Fielding break-in 
with Krogh, who during that conversation said that he was responsible 
and that Ehrlichman had not known about the break-in until after it 
occurred. Young also has testified that he told Ehrlichman that he 
felt sure Ehrlichman had been aware of the California operation and 
that this fact was reflected in the documents delivered to Ehrlichman. 
According to Young, Ehrlichman said he would keep those memoranda because 
they were too sensitive and showed too much forethought. Ehrlichman has 
denied removing documents from the file. 
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112.3 Handwritten note in files of Special Investi- 
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113, On March 27, 1973 the President met with H. R. Haldeman and John 
Ehrlichman. The President decided that a new nominee for FBI director 
should be announced at the time that Patrick Gray’s name was withdrawn. 
The President said that a judge with prosecuting background might be a 
good nominee. Haldeman told the President that Hunt was appearing before 
the Grand Jury that day and he did not know how far Hunt was going to go. 
On March 28, 1973 Hunt was given immunity and ordered to testify before 
the Grand Jury. On the same day, Ehrlichman telephoned Attorney General 
Kleindienst and stated that the President might want to see the Attorney 
General in San Clemente on Saturday, March 31. 
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114. On March 31, 1973 John Ehrlichman and H. R. Haldeman met with 
Attorney General Kleindienst at San Clemente, California. There was 
a discussion of Judge Matthew Byrne, Jr. , the presiding judge in the 
on-going criminal trial of Daniel Ellsberg, as a potential nominee for 
FBI director. Ehrlichman has testified that he told Kleindienst that 
the President had instructed Ehrlichman to contact Byrne and Kleindienst 
expressed wholehearted approval of the meeting. Kleindienst has testi- 
fied while he approved of Byrne as the choice for the FBI Directorship, 
he does not recall Ehrlichman indicating that he planned to talk with 
Byrne because if Ehrlichman had, Kleindienst would have said this should 
not be done while the trial was going on. The President has stated that 
Kleindienst first recommended Byrne as FBI Director and then Ehrlichman 
called Byrne. 
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114.1 John Ehrlichman log, March 31, 1973 (received 

from SSC) 1868 

114.2 Richard Kleindienst testimony, 9 SSC 3570-72, 

3604-05 1869 

114.3 John Ehrlichman testimony, 6 SSC 2617-18 1874 

114.4 President Nixon news conference, August 22, 1973, 

9 Presidential Documents 1116, 1020 1876 
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115. On April 4, 1973 John Ehrlichman telephoned Judge Byrne. 
Ehrlichman has testified that he asked Byrne if this was an appropriate 
time in light of the present situation in the Ellsberg trial for a con- 
versation to discuss a non-judicial federal appointment and that Byrne 
responded they could talk right away. Judge Byrne has stated that 
Ehrlichman requested a meeting on a subject which had absolutely nothing 
to do with the case. On April 5, 1973 Ehrlichman met with Judge Byrne 
at San Clemente, California. Ehrlichman has testified that he told 
Judge Byrne to walk away if a subject arose which he felt might impinge 
on his ability to fairly try the Ellsberg case. Ehrlichman told Judge 
Byrne that the President was interested in knowing whether or not Judge 
Byrne had an interest in being nominated as the director of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. Ehrlichman has testified Judge Byrne indicated 
a very strong interest in the position. Judge Byrne has stated that he 
advised Ehrlichman that his initial reaction was that he could not and 
would not give consideration to any other position until the Ellsberg 
case was concluded. During this meeting the President was introduced 
to Judge Byrne and exchanged greetings with him. 
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115.1 John Ehrlichman log, April 5, 1973 (received 
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116. On April 6, 1973 Judge Byrne requested a second meeting with 
Ehrlichman. On April 7, 1973 Ehrliehman met with Judge Byrne in a 
park at the comer of Ocean Avenue and Montana Street in Santa Monica, 
California. Ehrlichman has testified that Judge Byrne again evidenced 
a very sharp interest in the FBI directorship. Judge Byrne has stated 
that he, at Ehrlichman T s suggestion, had reflected on his initial re- 
action and reaffirmed that he would not consider nor in any way discuss 
the position as director of the FBI while the Ellsberg case was pending 
before him. 
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116.2 Wm. Matthew Byrne statement. United States v. 
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117. On April 11, 1973 Chapin made false declarations before the Water- 
gate Grand Jury in responding to questions about White House involvement 
with Segretti. Chapin testified that he wanted to protect Haldeman in his 
testimony and reported to the White House immediately after the appearance 
that Haldeman 1 s name had been mentioned in connection with hiring Segretti. 
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118. On April 14, 1973 the President, Haldeman and Ehrlichman dis- 
cussed at several meetings Haldeman T s involvement with Segretti and 
the resulting legal or political problems of that connection. They 
discussed whether Haldeman should make a public disclosure of this 
activity. 
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34-36, 39-40, 43 1922 


( 122 ) 



119. On April 15, 1973 John Dean told the Watergate prosecutor that 
E. Howard Hunt and Gordon Llddy had participated In a break-in at the 


office of a psychiatrist of Daniel Ellsberg. In a memorandum dated 
April 16, 1973 Silbert reported to Henry Petersen the information he 
received respecting the break-in. Petersen ordered a Department of 
Justice investigation to determine if there was any information in the 
possession of the prosecutor in the Ellsberg trial then being conducted 
in Los Angeles, which emanated from the burglary of the psychiatrist’s 
office. On April 18, 1973 Petersen received two memoranda stating 
that no information had been derived from such a source. 
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120. On April 16, 1973 from 10:00 to 10:40 a.m. the President met 
with John Dean. The President stated that the electronic surveillance 
of Kraft was done through private sources because Hoover did not want 
to do It, but It was finally turned over to the FBI. The President 
stated that the surveillance was necessary because leaks from the NSC 
were In Kraft's and other columns. The President stated that this 
Information was privileged and Dean agreed. 


120.1 House Judiciary Committee transcript of a 

conversation between the President and John 
Dean, April 16, 1973, 10:00 - 10:40 a.m., 28-30* • 
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121. On April 17, 1973 the President stated to William Rogers that 
he was thinking of Judge Byrne for the FBI directorship. 
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121.1 White House edited transcript of a tape recorded 

meeting among the President, William Rogers, H. R. 
Haldeman and John Ehrlichman, April 17, 1973, 

5:20 - 7:14 p.m., 28 1948 
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122. On April 18, 1973 the President had a telephone conversation 
with Henry Petersen. Petersen told the President that the prosecutors 
had obtained Information that the office of Daniel Ellsberg's psychia- 
trist had been burglarized by Hunt and Liddy. The President replied 
that he knew of It, that it was a national security matter, and that 
the Department of Justice was not to investigate it. The President 
also ordered the Watergate prosecutors not to question E. Howard Hunt 
about these activities as they had planned. Petersen immediately 
relayed the President's orders to Silbert. 
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123. On April 19, 1973 the President discussed with his Special 
Counsel, Richard Moore, Ehrlichman's possible criminal liability arising 
out of events connected with the Ellsberg case. 
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124. On April 25, 1973 Petersen delivered to Attorney General 
Klelndlenst the Justice Department memoranda written by Sllbert, Martin 
and Maroney respecting the break-ln of the office of Ellsberg's psychia- 
trist. They agreed that the Information about the break-ln should be 
disclosed to Judge Byrne. 
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125. On the afternoon of April 25, 1973 Attorney General Kleindienst 
had a conversation with the President. Kleindienst showed the President 
the Justice Department memoranda relating to the break-in at the psychia- 
trist's office and informed the President that the information should be 
disclosed to the Court in the Ellsberg case. The President authorized 
him to do so. 
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On April 26, 1973 David Nissen, the prosecutor in the Ellsberg 


case, was instructed to file the four Justice Department memoranda 
relating to the break-in at the psychiatrist’s office with the court 
in camera , Nissen filed the documents in camera after court had 
adjourned at 2:45 p.m. At 4:05 p.m. Judge Byrne reconvened court and 
stated that the prosecutors had made an in camera filing. He also 
stated that after examining the materials he would not accept the filed 
materials in camera , and asked the prosecutors to advise him by the 
next morning as to what the government’s position would be with respect 
to turning the material over to the defendants. The next morning on 
April 27, 1973, Nissen informed Judge Byrne that the Washington office 
did not want the contents of the in camera filing disclosed to the 
defense. Judge Byrne ordered that the information be supplied to the 
defense and in open court read the memorandum from Silbert to Petersen 
dated April 16, 1973. Judge Byrne also ordered a government investi- 
gation to determine if the defendants' Constitutional rights had been 
violated by the break-in, 
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126.1 Memorandum from Attorney General Kleindienst to 
Henry Petersen, April 25, 1973, United States v. 

Russo, Exhibit 30 1996 


126.2 Transcript of proceedings. United States v. Russo , 

April 26, 1973, 21, 150-56 1998 

126.3 Transcript or proceedings, United States v. Russo , 

April 27, 1973, 21 159-60; 21 169-75 2005 


127. On April 27, 1973 FBI agents interviewed John Ehrlichman about 
the break-in of the office of Dr. Lewis Fielding, Daniel Ellsberg's 
psychiatrist. Ehrlichman stated E. Howard Hunt and Gordon Liddy had 
been designated in 1971 to conduct an investigation of the Pentagon 
Papers leak directly out of the White House. Ehrlichman stated that he 
knew Liddy and Hunt had gone to California to investigate Ellsberg's 
habits, mental attitudes and emotional and moral problems. Ehrlichman 
stated he learned of the break-in after it had occulted and he then 
instructed Hunt and Liddy not to do this again . Ehrl Lehman told the 
FBI he did not know if any Information had been obtained in the burglary 
and that he had not authorized the burglary. 
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128. On April 30, 1973 in response to an inquiry by defense attorneys. 
Judge Byrne disclosed that he had met previously with Ehrlichman at 
which time a possible federal appointment was discussed, and that at 
the same time he had met the President. Judge Byrne also turned over 
to the defense the three additional Justice Department memoranda relating 
to the break-in at the psychiatrist's office and ordered the government 
to investigate and disclose all information that may exist concerning 
electronic surveillance of the defendants. 

Page 

128.1 Transcript of proceedings. United States v. Russo , 


April 30, 1973 , 21 333-34 , 21 410-11, 21 369-70 2020 

128.2 Washington Star News . April 30, 1973, A-3 2026 


( 132 ) 




129. On April 30, 1973 John Ehrlichman met with David Young. 

Ehrlichman told Young that his files were to go to the President because 
the Ellsberg operation was a matter of national security. Young was 
instructed to decline to answer any inquiries on grounds of national 
security and executive privilege. Young has testified that he expressed 
concern that Ehrlichman had not told the FBI that he had approved the 
California operation beforehand and Ehrlichman replied that he was not 
asked that question. Young has testified that Ehrlichman told him not 
to address the question of whether Ehrlichman had discussed the Fielding 
break-in with the President in advance of its occurrence. 
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130. On May 2, 1973 as a result of a renewed defense aotion raising 
the propriety of Judge Byrne's meeting with Ehrlichman, Judge Byrne 
stated that he had met with Ehrlichman both on April 5, 1973 and April 
7, 1973 and disclosed that the position discussed had been the FBI 
directorship. 
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130.1 Wm. Matthew Byrne statement. United States v. 
Russo. May 2, 1973, 21 655-56 
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131. On May 10, 1973 Judge Byrne received two memoranda, one from 
Acting FBI Director William Ruckelshaus and the other from Assistant 
Attorney General Henry Petersen. The Ruckelshaus memorandum stated 
that he had received a preliminary report indicating that Daniel 
Ellsberg had been overheard talking from the residence of Dr. Morton 
Halperin at a time when Ellsberg was a guest of Halperin. The Petersen 
memorandum informed Judge Byrne that the government did not know how 
many interceptions of Ellsberg took place, when they took place, 
between whom they occurred, or what was said. Nor did the government 
know what had happened to the tapes, logs or other records pertaining 
to the surveillance. 
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132. On May 10, 1973 former Assistant Attorney General Robert Mardlan 
disclosed to agents of the FBI that at the direction of the President he 
had delivered the 1969-71 wiretap records to the Oval Room in the White 
House. 
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133. 


On May 11, 1973 Judge Byrne dismissed the indictment in the 


Ellsberg case on the grounds of governmental misconduct including the 
action taken by a special investigations unit established by White 
House officials to investigate Daniel Ellsberg and the inability of 
the government to produce the wiretap logs on Daniel Ellsberg. On 
that same day, at an interview which took place approximately one 
hour after Judge Byrne ordered dismissal, Ehrlichman informed agents 
of the FBI that records of the electronic surveillance delivered to 
him by Mardian were located in Ehrlichman ’s White House safe. On 
May 12, 1973 William Ruckelshaus went to the White House and retrieved 
the electronic surveillance records from a room into which Ehrlichman r s 
records had been moved following his resignation. 
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I. In early May 1969, following conversations between FBI Director 

J. Edgar Hoover, Henry Kissinger and Attorney General John Mitchell, 
the President authorized a specific wiretapping program in an effort 
to discover the source of leaks of classified government material. 
Under this program, which remained in effect until February 10, 1971, 
wiretaps were instituted against thirteen government officials and 
four newsmen. 


1.1 Memorandum from J. Edgar Hoover to Messrs. Tolson, 

DeLoach, Sullivan and Bishop, May 9,* 1969, 10:35 a.m. 
(received from Department of Justice) 

1.2 Memorandum from J. Edgar Hoover to Messrs. Tolson, 

DeLoach, Sullivan and Bishop, May 9, 1969, 5:05 p.m. 
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1.3 President Nixon statement. May 22, 1973, 9 Presi- 
dential Documents 693-94 . . 
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Committee Executive Session, September 17, 1973, 
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1.5 Henry Kissinger testimony. Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee Executive Session, September 17, 1973, 
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1.6 William Ruckelshaus deposition, Halperin v. Kissinger , 

July 25, 1973, 33 ..151 

1.7 Elliot Richardson testimony. Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee Executive Session, September 10, 1973, 
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1.8 William Ruckelshaus news conference. May 14, 1973, 
reprinted in Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
Executive Session, September 10, 1973, 272-73, 
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1 Y l , i > ST.VJ l„s iM. I* \ j. NT j * .-■ 

l-'KDKUAL UU1CKAU Or INVESTIGATION’ 

WASHINGTON*. O.C. 20 .35 


i -*• r . 


10:35 AM 


MEMORANDUM FOR MR. TOLSON / 

MR. DE LOACH 
MR. SULLIVAN 
MR. BISHOP 


May 9, 1969 

/V { Mr! i 

/ 1/ ! Tffis. I’* ■— ra 

'/ { Miss K:^s_4, 

: iu 

— 1-1 j 


Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, National Security Adviser 
to the President, called from Key Biscayne, Florida. He 
advised that there is a story today on the front page of j 

| by Q. i which is extraordinarily. 

damaging and uses secret information. Dr. Kissinger said 
j they wondered whether I could make a major effort to find 
i out where that came from. I said I would. Dr. Kissinger 
said the article is in the lower right hand corner of the 
front page and to put whatever resources I need to find who 
did this. I told him I would take care of it right away. Dr. 
Kissinver said r.o do it disr.reetiv. of course. but fhpv •would 

c «, / •• * 

j like to know where it came from because it is very damaging 
sand potentially very dangerous. - 1 commented it is this kind 
of thing that gives us headaches of where they come from; 
that if we can find the source one time and make an example 
it would put a stop to it. Dr. Kissinger agreed and said that 
is what they propose to do. 


Very truly yours, 

(\ . » 


ft 




Jolin^gdgar Hoover 
Director 


J 
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NOTE: AT THE REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE , THE CHAIRMAN 

AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERTAIN MATERIAL 
BE DELETED PRIOR TO PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED 
INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER DESIGNATION. 
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■1.2 J. EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDUM , MAY 9, 1969 M 5:05 P-.M. 
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I called Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, National Security Adviser to 
the President, at Key Biscayne, Florida. I told him I had some informa- 
tion which I thought he ought to know about so as to bring him up to date. 


I told him that in regards to the b: 

who wrote the article in , — — 1 : 

the land then went 

and was later employed by_ 


•cliground of c> 

_today, he is formerly from 


the Uo S 0 Army reserve program for a period 


J, lie has been active in 
of time and is described 


t: i — .1 

cio pctx (.JiCrtiAA x xy aotutc ao m j cluhho, 

Marvin Watson, Assistant to the President a 
investigation as to a leak of information cone 
meat policy in the anti-missile field in conne 

Q in. _[ of December 

led to nothing very definite except the possibi 
marily on informed speculation as there had 
a lot of source material from which lie could 


that time, we conducted an 
erning United States govern- 
ction with an article by 

, 1966. Our investigation 

lity that his story was pri- 
:een made available publicly 
draw his conclusions. 


I stated that in regard to the curre: 
elusion of the contacts we have made that it c 
from a staff member of the National Security 

while at undergraduate school at_ Iliad 

member of the National Security Council. Td 
Unit lie may have gotten some of his informer: 
Public Affairs Office of the Department of D: 
is constituted of employees who are pronoun: 
Q /frequents this office as well as the I 
the employees freely furnish him information 
Kennedy people and anti-Nixon. I said that a 
Agency in the Pentagon, there are at least II 
still McNamara people and express a very d: 


it three articles, it is the con- 
juld have come and probably did 
Council. I continued that Q 
a roommate who is now a staff 
ere is a strong possibility also 
on from the Southeast Asian Desk, 
tense, as the Public Affairs Office 
rd anti-Nixon. I continued that 
ational Security Council, and 
inasmuch as they are largely 
so in the Systems Analysis 
} of the 124 employees who are 
:initc Kennedy philosophy. 


t r iginol impounded by /. jA' 
court order. See memo ^ 
xU G3~lcCG2-3. 




NOTE: AT THE REQUEST OF TEE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, THE CHAIRMAN if ^ 

AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERTAIN MATERIAL * 1 

BE DELETED PRIOR TO PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED 
INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER DESIGNATION. 


( 143 ) 



1.2 J. EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDUM 3 MAY 9 , 1969 3 5; 05 P.M . 


Memorandum for Messrs. Tolson, De Loach, Sullivan,. Bisiiorj M ay 9, 1969 

I continued that this situation has made it very easy for £ to obtain 
information; however, the source v/e have been working through said it 
should not be ruled out that a staff member of the National Security Council 
who obviously was in a position to know the information contained in all 
three articles could have assisted Q Dr. Kissinger said he has 
heard this as an allegation, toe, but there is no proof: that lie has heard it 
as a speculation. I said, of course, this is speculation all the way through 
tying it into this man /V I said that 0. works full time at the 
Pentagon and was asked today as to what his source of information was, 
and he said it was an excellent one. He said that his source was from the 
Air Force, .but he did not reveal any names. I continued that he stated the 
Air Force was particularly anxious to soften up its press in its bomber 
program and is endeavoring to obtain a favorable image with the press. I 
commented that I thought that was probably a misleading statement by Q 
to throw it into the Air Force. 

I continued that there is a man named w ho attended 

the College and the University of ■ 

and is presently a State Department Foreign Service officer on detail to 
the National Security Council at the White House. I said he was formerly 

an assistant to__ and is 

a close friend of & . 

I said in regards to jV we conducted an applicant investigation 
of him in 1962 and in February 1969 and the investigation reflected a/ 
and other pxperts in his field are of the opinion that the United States leadership 
erred in/VlOtnam commitment as we did not possess the interest or capabilities 
to obtain the original objectives. I said that in 1965 his name appeared on a 
list of individuals who responded to a request for a public hearing cn Vietnam 
by agreeing to sponsor a national sit-in. I said the Royal Canadian Mounted 
Police in 1965 advised that /V'5 name was on a list of Americans who 
had reportedly received the World Marxist Review Problems cf Peace and 
Socialism, a communist publication. 


I continued that from another source it was indicated we should net 
overlook the Systems Analysis Agency in the Defense Department who had an e mployt 


'J 
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named _ and another named N currently employed as stall 

employee of the National Security Council. I said they are very close to 
each other and both are so-called arrogant harvard-type Kennedy men who 
would not hesitate to do anything to save their jobs. I said it was stated 
that V was particularly anxious to save T s job with the Systems 
Analysis Agency. I said both men know and consider him a part 

of the Harvard clique, and, of course, of the Kennedy era and we should 
not ignore the possibility that *v and/or could be the source 
of the leak to d 

I said that is as far as we have gotten so far. Dr. Kissinger said 
he appreciated this very much and he hoped I would follow it up as far as we 
can take it and they will destroy whoever did this if we can find him, no matter 
where he is. 


1 told Dr. Kissinger I wanted him to know the developments and 
he said he appreciated it very much and they will certainly teep looking into 
it at their end. I told him we would keep after it and he said they 'were counting 
on whatever we can find out. 

Very truly yours, 


A ^ • 

^ \ 

John Edgar Hoover 
\jDirector 
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Kunzig, who is now an associate judge of the U.S. Cour t 
of Claims. 

Mr. Samp'On has Wen Acting Administrator of Gen- 
eral Services since June 2, 1972. He joined the General 
Services Administration in 1969 as Commissioner of the 
Federal Supply Sen ice. From 1970 to 1972 he was Com- 
missioner of the Public Buildings Service in GSA and the 
first Deputy Administrator of GSA for Special Projects. 

He came to the General Services Administration after 
6 vears in Pennsylvania State government, where he was 
secretary' of administration and budget secretary under 
Gov. Raymond P. Shafer, and deputy secretary for pro- 
curement, department of property and supplies, under 
Gov. William W. Scranton. Prior to entering government 
service, he was employed by the General Electric Co. for 
12 years. 

Mr. Sampson was bom on October 8, 1926, in Warren, 
R I. He received his B.S. degree in business adminis- 
tration from the University of Rhode Island in 1951 and 
has done graduate work at the George Washington 
University. 

Active in several professional organizations, Mr. Samp- 
son was presented the Synergy III Award for outstanding 
contributions toward the advancement of architecture by 
the Society of American Registered Architects in 1972. 
In 1973 he was selected as one of the Top Ten Public 
Works Men of the Year, and he was named an honorary 
member of the American Institute of Architects. 

He and his wife, Blanche, have four children and reside 
in Washington, D.G. 

note: For the President's stnrrmrnt upon aitnmmring his intention 
to nominate Mr. Sampson, see the preceding item. 

iThc Wa terga tc Investigation 

| State ments by the President. May 22, 1973 

Recent news accounts growing out of testimony in the 
Watergate investigations have given grossly misleading 
impressions of many of the facts, as they relate both to my 
own role and to certain unrelated activities involving na- 
tional security. 

Already, on the basis of second- and third-hand hearsay 
testimonv hv persons either convicted or themselves under 
investigation in the rase, I have found myself accused of 
involvement in activities I never heard of until 1 read 
about them in news accounts. 

These impressions could also lead to a serious misimder- 
starulingnf those national mh itrity activities which, though 
totally umrl.ited to Watergate, have became entangled in 
the ease. Thev c nuM lead to further compromise of semi- 
live national senility information. 


I will not abandon my responsibilities, f will continue 
to do the job I was elected to do. 

In the accompanying statement, I have set forth the 
facts as I know them as they relate to my own role. 

With regard to the specific allegations that have been 
made, I can and do state categorically: 

1. I .had no prior knowledge of the Watergate 
operation. 

2. I took no part in. nor was I aware of, any subsequent 
efforts that may have been made to cover up 
Watergate. 

3. At no time did I authorize any offer of executive 
clemency for the Watergate defendants, nor did I 
know of any such offer. 

4. I did not know, until the time of my own investiga- 
tion, of any effort to provide the Watergate defend- 
ants with funds. 

5. At no time did I attempt, or did I authorize others 
to attempt, to implicate the CIA in the Watergate 
matter. 

6. It was not until the time of my own investigation 
that I learned of the break-in at the office of Mr. 
Ellsberg’s psychiatrist, and I specifically authorized 
the furnishing of this information to Judge Byrne. 

7. I neither authorized nor encouraged sulxjrdinates to 
engage in illegal or improper campaign tactics. 

In the accompanying statement, I have sought to pro- 
vide the background that may place recent allegations in 
perspective. I have specifically stated that executive 
privilege will not he invoked as to any testimony concern- 
ing possible criminal conduct Or discussions of possible 
criminal conduct, in the matters under investigation. I 
want the public to lcam the truth about Watergate and 
those guilty of any illegal actions brought to justice. 


Allegations surrounding the Watergate affair have so 
escalated that I feel a further statement from the President 
is required at this time. 

A climate of sensationalism has developed in which 
even second* or third-hand hearsay charges are headlined 
as fact and repeated as fact. 

Important national security operations which them- 
selves had no connection with Watergate have become 
entangled in the case. 

As a result, some national security information has 
already been made public through court orders, through 
the subpoenaing of documents, and through testimony 
witnesses have given in judicial and Congressional pro- 
ceedings. Other sensitive documents are now threatened 
with disclosure. Continued silence about those operations 
would compromise rather than protect them, and would 
also sene to perpetuate a grossly distorted view — which 
recent partial diwlosures have given — of the nature and 
purpose of those operations. 
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The purpose of this statement is threefold: 

First, to set forth the facts about my own relationship 
to the Watergate matter; 

— Second, to place in some perspective some of the more 
sensational — and inaccurate — of the charges that have 
filled the headlines in recent days, and also some of the 
matters that are currently being discussed in Senate testi- 
mony and elsewhere; 

— Third, to draw the distinction between national secu- 
rity operations and the Watergate case. To put the other 
matters in perspective, it will be necessary to describe the 
national security operations first. 

In citing these national security' matters, it is not my 
intention to place a national security “cover” on Water- 
gate, but rather to separate them Gut from Watergate — 
and at the same time to explain the context in which cer- 
tain actions took place that were later misconstrued or 
misused. 

Long before the Watergate break-in, three important 
national security operations took place which have subse- 
quently become entangled in the Watergate case. 

— The first operation, begun in 1969, was a program of 
wiretaps. All were legal, under the authorities then exist- 
ing. They were undertaken to find and stop serious 
national security leaks. 

— The second operation was a reassessment, which I 
ordered in 1970, of the adequacy of internal security 
measures. This resulted in a plan and a directive to 
strengthen our intelligence operations. They weir pro- 
tested by Mr. Hoover, and as a result of his protest they 
were not put into effect. 

— The third operation was the establishment, in 1971, 
af a Special Investigations Unit in the White House. Its 
primary mission was to plug leaks of vital security infor- 
mation. I also directed this group to prepare an accurate 
history of certain crucial national security matters which 
occurred under prior administrations, on which the Gov- 
ernment’s records were incomplete. 

Here is the background of these three security opera- 
tions initiated in my Administration. 

1969 Wiretaps 

By mid- 1969, my Administration had begun a number 
of highly sensitive foreign policy initiatives. They were 
aimed at ending the war in Vietnam, achieving a settle- 
ment in the Middle East, limiting nuclear arms, and estab- 
lishing new relationships among the great powers. These 
involved highly secret diplomacy. They were closely inter- 
related. Leaks of secret information about any one could 
endanger all. 

Exactly that happened. News accounts appeared in 
1959, which were obviously based on leaks — some of them 
extensive and detailed — by people having access to the 
ru > r highly classified M'njrity materials. 

There was no way to rtirry forward these diplomatic 


initiatives unless further leaks couM be presented. This 
required rinding the source of the leaks. 

In order to do this, a special program of wiretaps was 
instituted in mid-1969 and terminated in February 197L 
Fewer than 20 taps, of varying duration, were involved. 
Thev produced Important leads chat made It possible to 
tighten the security of highly sensitive materials. I author- 
ized this entire program. Each individual tap was under- 
taken in accordance with procedures legal at the time and 
in accord with longstanding precedent. 

The persons who were subject to these wiretaps were 
determined through coordination among the Director of 
the FBI. my Assistant for National Security Affairs, and 
the Anomey General. Those wiretapped were selected on 
the basis of access to the information leaked, material in 
security files, and evidence that developed as the inquiry 
proceeded. 

Information thus obtained was made available to senior 
officials responsible for national security matters in order 
to curtail further leaks. 

The 1970 Intelligence Plan 

In the spring and summer of 1970, another security 
problem reached critical proportions. In March a wave 
of bombings and explosions struck college campuses and 
cities. There were 400 bomb threats in one 24-hour period 
in New York City. Rioting and violence on college cam- 
puses reached a new peak after the Cambodian operation 
and the tragedies at Kent State and Jackson State. The 
1959—70 school year brought nearly 1,800 campus dem- 
onstrations and nearly 250 cases of arson cm campus. Many 
colleges dosed. Gun battles between guerrilla-style groups 
and police were taking place. Some of the disruptive ac- 
tivities were receiving foreign support. 

Complicating the task of maintaining security was the 
fact that, in 1966, certain types of undercover FBI oper- 
ations that had been conducted for many years had been 
suspended. This also had substantially impaired our abil- 
ity to collect foreign intelligence information. At the same 
time, the relationships between the FBI and other intelli- 
gence agencies had been deteriorating. By May 1970, FBI 
Director Hoover shut off his agency’s liaison with the CIA 
altogether. 

On June 5, 1970, I met with the Director of the FBI 
(Mr. Hoover), the Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency' 'Mr. Richard Helms), the Director of the De- 
fense Intelligence Agency (Gen. Donald V. Bennett), and 
the Director of the National Security Agency (Adm. Nod 
Gayler). We discussed the urgent need for better intelli- 
gence operations. I appointed Director Hoover a> 
chairman of an interagency committee to prepare recom- 
mendations. 

On June 25. the committee submitted a report which 
included specific options for expanded intelligence oper- 
ations. cad on July 2J the agencies were notified by 
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Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 

intended. 

[ 

I Senator Case. I would like, if I may run over with you 

I these several taps. 

Senator Symington. Talk a little louder. 

Senator Case. Yes, I would like to run over these several 
taps with you in relation to the matter of the leaks. The first 
one on the record was one of Q . As to that, may I 
just draw your attention to the fact that in general your 
explanation of the initiation of this procedure was that you 
had been concerned about it, you talked about it with the 
President, a meeting was held of you and the President and 
Mr .Mitchell. 

Mr .Kissinger. Hoover. 

Senator Case. And Mr. Hoover and that apparently was 
on the 9th of May. 

Mr. Kissinger. Or whatever the day was that that leak 
occurred. 

Senator Case. At least, in any event, you met on the 9th 
of May with Hoover and that may have been the only meeting 
you had with him but anyway, you met with him. The reason I make 

the point, one of those taps, that of Q of 

was instituted by the request made on May 2nd of that 

year and I wonder if you could give an explanation of who 
initiated that. 

Mr. Kissinger. To the best of my knowledge — 

Indistinct document retyped by - 
House Judiciary Committee staff 

NUTT: THE DELETED PORTIOM OTTHIS DOCUMENT WERE^T^TEDBY^ThE^CHAT^AN 
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Senator Case. It was stated that It was requested by 
General Haig, that is to say, your alter-ego, I guess, on 
behalf of the President. I wondered if you could go into it. 

Mr. Kissinger. If it happened before that meeting, then 
I have no explanation for it because the first time I heard of 
wiretapping was at that meeting. 

Now, it is fairly conceivable, I think the easy way to 
check it is to find out when that <3 story appeared that 

- and whenever that story appeared was the 

date that my knowledge of the program begins. I was unaware 
of any wiretapping prior to that story. And, therefore, I 
would have no explanation for it. 

Senator Case. Do you have any recollection that you did 
discuss the desirability of that particular tap, before it was 
initiated? 

Mr. Kissinger. No, I certainly did not. 

Senator Case, Did you talk with Haig about it? Did he go 
off on his own? 

Mr. Kissinger. . It would be inconceivable to me that Haig 
would go off on his own so it would have to be they are on 
instructions from me or Mr. Haldeman. But it is also possible 
that the meeting I remember happening on May 9th happened on 
Lr 2nd. That seems to be the more likely reason. 

Senator Case. In general, as your recollection is now, 
the tap on Q was a part of this general program? 

Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff *■ 
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Mr. Kissinger. [Deleted.] The origin of this particular program 
was a meeting in the President's office which I have described to°you, 
and in which the President ordered the use of wiretaps, and in which 
my contribution was to describe leaks that had occurred. I would sum 
up the problem at the time as follows — and I had asked myself this 
question very much: Did I have any reason to suppose that the 
Government was doing anything wrong? And second, was I, in exe- 
cuting orders that I thought were legal, doing anything that was 
wrong or illegal? 

I can say that the idea that this was not common practice or that 
this was in any sense illegal, simply never crossed my mind. I believed, 
when the Director of the FBI said this had been common practice in 
every previous administration, that it was a distasteful program that 
was being reinstituted in this administration. I do not from my own 
knowledge know that this program was carried out in previous ad- 
ministrations. 

I have been told since, again by many people who should know, 
that it was carried out in previous administrations. 

As to my own role, I think, what you have seen will support that I 
confined my participation scrupulously to individuals who had had 
access to the information, and that nobody was penalized as a result 
of this. On the contrary, many of the people who were part of the pro- 
gram became my closest associates, and others who had been part of 
this program had been kept on my staff against very strong opposition 
from many quarters. [Deleted.] 

And after this r>ne program I did not participate in any other 
internal security program of the administration so none of these 
memorandums to which Senator Symington referred to this morning, 
the Huston program, the Plumber program, or whatever else was done, 
or the approach to Mr. Helms in the Watergate episode, was conducted 

L with any knowledge of my office or of me personally. I think this is 
what the committee should keep in mind when it assesses the degree 
of my own propensity to use such tactics. 

Senator Muskie. When the experience of previous administrations 
was described, was it described as being used to uncover leaks? 

Mr. Kissinger. It was described as having been used to uncover 
leaks and to protect national security information. But I might have 
been remiss in not inquiring further into it. 

Senator Muskie. I am not making that judgment necessarily. 

Mr. Kissinger. That is how it was described to me. 

Senator Muskie. You see, I make a distinction between national 
security as a justification, and leaks. To close leaks and sources of 
leaks would require a surveillance effort that could be as wide as the 
2% million civil servants of this Government. If the closing of leaks 
is a sufficient justification, there is no limit. I gather, of course, from 
your testimony that there were limits to this in actual fact. But if you 
establish it as a principle, then the principle is pretty hard to contain. 

[Deleted.! 

basis for initiating wiretaps 

Senator Muskie. Now with respect to each wiretap initiated as a 
result of the name that you provided, was that related to a specific 
leak of specific information? I know you couldn't recall. But was it 
your impression that it was a specific leak of specific information or 
a fishing expedition? 
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don’t want to interrupt you unless I have to but I 
believe this does go to the substance of much of these 
records and if you are entitled to this information, 
that would best be determined by the court. 

Q Turn to the next page, page three; "When a government 
agency or the White House requests surveillance the request is 
studied by the senior officials of the FBI and if the Director 
approves, authority is then requested from the Attorney General." 

I think once before you testified that the request 
came from the White House? 

A Yes. 


Q Was there any particular person in the White House who 
made that request? 

A As I stated in my press conference this whole investi- 
gation inth these leaks was initiated by conversations between 

Lt h *-^*42 

/Dr. Kissinger and Mr. Hoover. Then there were requests, some ' 


of which seemed to have come through the FBI and some from the 
White House. It resulted in giving the request to the attorney 
general for the authorizations. 

Q On the request for Mrv-Ha-iper-i-n, did that request come 


from the White House or from within the FBI staff? 


MR. CHRISTENBURY : We will have to object on the 

same grounds as offered before. That is to not go into 
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we are going to run our Government that seems to me to be very 
interesting. 

Senator Scott. Could the Attorney General break down the cate- 
gories of these wiretaps? Are they all alike, all 17 of them, or did they 
fall into different categories? 

HEARING PROCEDURE 

Senator Javits. Mr. Chairman, would the Senator yield, may I 
respectfully suggest as always we follow some procedure. I would like 
to question the witnesses very. closely and I await on the ruling of the 
Chair as to how we should go about it. 

The Chairman. I was waiting for the Attorney General to proceed 
with his statement and then we will have the usual questioning. 

Senator Javits. All right. 

BOHLEN CASE 

Senator Sparkman. Mr. Chairman, before you move on, you re- 
ferred to the Bohlen case. You remember we were at an impasse on 
that when the Chair appointed Senator Taft and me to go down and 
check. 

I don’t know just what may be implied by the term, “the raw files.” 

We saw everything that was in that and I suppose that was it. We 
came back and reported to the committee. Senator Taft made a very 
strong statement on the Senate floor. I made a mild one, but we both 
came up with this feeling that we would never want to be investigated 
by the FBI on the basis of the supposed facts that they had in their 
files. Much of it, I think, was utterly ridiculous, and the statement 
was made to the committee and on the floor of the Senate, and we 
promptly moved to approve Mr. Bohlen’s confirmation. 

REVEALING INFORMATION SUPPORTED 

I don’t see that there would be anything hurtful in revealing this 
information. I would like to know if all of his aides that were connected 
with the — I understand this was connected with the National Security 
Council, wasn’t it, and involved leaks that were given. In fact we saw 
those leaks in the papers ourselves at that time. They thought it was 
highly important. But if they were all tapped why then we might be 
concerned with all of them, all of us as a general principle. We are 
particularly concerned with one who is now on the staff of our com- 
mittee and it seems to me we would be entitled to have full information 
on them. 

The Chairman. Go ahead, Mr. Attorney General. 

INFORMATION’S IMPORTANCE TO COMMITTEE AGREED WITH 

I Mr. Richardson. There is certainly no disagreement between the 
1 committee and Mr. Ruckelshaus and myself with respect to the im- 
portance to the committee of the information about the procedure 
followed and Dr. Kissinger’s role in it. The memorandum which has 
just been distributed to you in effect embodies all the information that 
can be gleaned from the report in that respect and it might be useful 
if I proceed from page 2 of this memorandum before we resume 
questioning. 
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SPECIAL PROGRAM OF WIRETAPS 

In order to find the source of the leaks that have become of concern 
to the administration in the spring of 1969, a special program of 
wiretaps was instituted in mid-1969 and terminated in February 1971. 

The information thus obtained was made available to senior officials 
responsible for national security matters in order to curtail further 
leaks. 

Mr. Ruckelshaus, as he said earlier, in a press conference on May 14, 

1973, elaborated further on this background. In all, 17 individuals 
were tapped as part of this special program. In each case a request 
for authorization was submitted to Attorney General Mitchell by 
the Director of the FBI, J. Edgar Hcover. All rhe requests for author- 
ization were signed by J. Edgar Hoover and approved by John N. 

Mitchell. 

The individuals tapped fell into three categories. 

1. Governmental employees who had access to sensitive information; 

2. Newsmeu who had printed leaked information; 

3. Governmental employees who were discovered from the taps 
. themselves as possibly involved in the leaks. 

Thirteen of the taps were governmental employees and four were 
newsmen. The first taps were installed in May 1969 and the last 
were taken off in February 1971. They ranged in length from 1 to 
21 months. 

The FBI report to Mr. Ruckelshaus reflects the concern over the 
leaks of sensitive information transmitted to the Attorney General 
and the Director of the FBI in early May 1969 by the President and 
Dr. Eassinger. The FBI records on which this report was based do 
not, however, reflect all the deliberations that led to any given wiretap 
or the relevance to the leaked information of all the taps placed. 

Some names to be tapped were generated by consultation between 
the NSC staff and William Sullivan, the FBI Assistant Director for 
Domestic Intelligence. When the NSC supplied a name the request 
for authorization to the Attorney General recited that fact with 
little elaboration by the FBI. This reflected the FBI's traditional 
role as the sole agency in the Federal Government that conducted 
national security wiretaps. 

dr. eissinger's role 

As best can be determined from the FBI records, Dr. Kissinger's 
role included expressing concern over leaks of sensitive material and 
when this concern was coupled with that of the President and trans- 
mitted to the Director of the FBI, it led to efforts to stem the leaks, 
which efforts included some wiretaps of Government employees and 
newsmen. His role further involved the supplying to the FBI of 
names of individuals in the Government who had access to sensitive 
information and occasional review of information generated by the 
program to determine its usefulness. Any further elaboration of his 
role would have to come from Dr. Kissinger himself. 

This is all that can be found in the report. The rest of the report 
deals with the summary of information obtained about these indi- 
viduals from the taps themselves. 

I should elaborate a little, I think, because Mr. Ruckelshaus and I 
have talked to Dr. Kissiuger in order to supplement our own under- 
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William D. Ruckelshaus, Acting Director, FBI, Press Conference, May 14, 

1973, 2:00 P.M. 


Mr. Con my. Good afternoon. This is an on the record news conference vrith 
William D. Ruckelsliaus, Acting Director of the FBI. Mr. Ruckelshaus has a 
brief statement, after which he'11 be pleased to respond to any questions. There 
are hand microphones on the sides of the room may I suggest it will be easier for 
all of us to hear if you use those when you do ask your questions. There is a 
background paper on wiretapping that's available to you. You may use it as you 
see fit. There is also a text of Mr. Ruckelshaus' statement and a full transcript of 
the entire news conference will be available, hopefully, later today. 

Mr. Rrckelshaijs. Gentlemen, I'd like to read this statement, in its entirety 
so that we have this problem in context before your questions. 

Shortly after assuming this job, my attention was drawn to several newspaper 
and periodical accounts of electronic surveillances, better known as wiretaps, 
having been placed on telephones of government employees and newsmen in an 
effort to stem the leaks of information related to highly sensitive foreign policy 
issues. Upon inquiry, I was informed by FBI employees that these surveillances 
had been performed and that the records relating to them were missing from the 
FBI files. Also the question had been raised in the Ellsberg trial whether informa- 
tion from these alleged taps had been used by the prosecution in any way and thus 
tainted the evidence. 


As a result of this information, I immediately ordered an investigation into the 
facts surrounding the taps and the missing records. The investigation was started 
Friday, May 4, 1973, and was conducted under my personal supervision by 
highly skilled FBI personnel at Headquarters. Forty-two separate interview’s 
were conducted, all by Headquarters personnel, and included travel to Phoenix, 
Arizona; Tampa, Florida; Savannah, Georgia; New York City; and Stamford,/ 
Con necticut. 

f 'lhe investigation revealed that from May, 1969, to Februaiy, 1971, based on 
I consultations between the Director of the FBI and the White House, certain 
| wiretaps were instituted in an effort to pinpoint responsibility for leaks of highly 
sensitive and classified information which, in the opinion of those charged with 
conducting our foreign policy, were compromising the Nation's effectiveness in 
negotiations and other dealings with foreign powers. 

There w'as a total of 17 wiretaps placed for this purpose. Four were placed on 
newsmen as the potential recipients of leaks and thirteen on government employees 
as the potential sources. The taps were on for varying lengths of time during the 
period in question; two for as little as 30 days and one for as long as 21 months. 

These requests were handled in the same way as other requests involving 
national security for a number of years and in prior Administrations. When a 


government agency or the White House requests surveillance the request is studied 
by the senior officials of the FBI, and if the Director approves, authority is then 
requested from the Attorney General. If he approves, as was done in this case, the 
surveillance commences, summaries are prepared from the logs, which are trans- 
mitted to the interested agency, or as in this case, the White House. 

Because of the sensitivity of these particular surveillances, the records were 
very closely held; first in the Director's Office and then on the Director's orders 
under the custody of Mr. W. C. Sullivan who was an Assistant to the Director. 

The investigation indicates that sometime in the summer of 1971, after the 
taps were all taken off, Mr. Sullivan contacted Mr. Robert Mardian, who was then 
Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Internal Security Division, and 
informed him of the nature of these records and recommended that they be trans- 


ferred to The White House. According to Mr. Mardian, the recommendation was 
made on the claim by Mr. Sullivan that Mr. Hoover might use the records in 
some manner against the Attorney General or the President. Mr. Sullivan does not 
affirm Mr. Mardian's claim. There is certainly no proof that Mr. Hoover had 
such intention but the charge had its desired effect. According to Mr. Mardian, he 
informed Mr, Mitchell, who in turn informed The White House. The records were 
taken from the files by Mr. Sullivan, who ordered them given to Mr. Mardian, who 


delivered them to The White House. 

When the FBI discovered the records were missing upon Mr. Sullivan's retire- 
ment in the fall of 1971, it commenced an inquiry which ended w hen Mr. Hoover 
was informed by Mr. Mitchell that the records had been destroyed. It should be 
noted that Mr, Mitchell ha3 denied making such a statement to Mr. Hoover. 
This conflict cannot be resolved because of Mr. Hoover's death. Mr. Mitchell, 
however, confirmed that the records were moved to The White House. 
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In any event, the FBI accepted the premise that the records had been destroyed, 
and when I assumed my present position, I had no reason to believe that the 
records were still intact. It was not until last Thursday night that our investiga- 
tion revealed, during an interview with Mr. Mardian in Phoenix, that the records 
probably still existed and might be in The White Rouse. 

The next day the records were located in The White House, having been filed 
in a safe in Mr. Ehrlichman’s outer office. 

Unfortunately, the records were not located in time to respond to Judge Byrne’s 
inquiries about the potential taint of evidence in the EUsberg trial. The inters 
ceptiou of EU 3 berg’s conversations all occurred when he was either a guest of 
Morton Halperin, National Security Council, or conversing with him. It was one 
of those conversations of Mr. EUsberg which I had informed the Judge on Wednes- 
day, May 9, 1973, had been remembered by one of our employees who had 
monitored the tape. Of course, whether the location of the records would have 
had any affect on the Judge’s decision is not for me to say. 

On Saturday an FBI Agent and I went to The White House, identified and 
retrieved the records and they now rest in the FBI files. 

The investigation was conducted with skill, speed and effectiveness by the 
FBI and resulted in the full retrieval of the records. I believe it is in the public 
interest to reveal these facts so that this story can be put in proper perspective. 

Now I have two more points that I want to make, gentlemen. One is that I 
recognize how very emotional the question of wiretaps is in our society, and I 
asked at the time this investigation started that a history of the use of electronic 
surveillances or wiretaps in the FBI or by the FBI be prepared. The handout 
that you now have or is available is the result of that inquiry. I felt that the 
history was informative and good enough that it warranted being handed out at 
this press conference so that again these taps can be placed in that historical 
perspective. Secondly, since I am sure it will be one of the first questions, I want to 
touch on the reasons why I have not revealed the names of the 17 people who 
were placed under electronic surveillance during the course of this effort to stem 
the leaks. At first I felt it was probably a good thing to reveal these names in the 
interest of openness and letting the public know precisely what happened. And 
upon reflection I concluded that the potential harm to be done by the release of 
these names outweighed the good that could result in the openness of revealing 
them. The potential harm is clear to the employees of the Government in that 
their positions in the Government since they were at least once under suspicion 
and most, if not all of them, have since been exonerated, might be jeopardized. 

It’s less clear as to the newsmen as to why the names would not be released, but 
again, upon reflection and a certain degree of agonizing I concluded that the 
potential was still there for some harm to be done by revealing their names to 
the public. And I was finally persuaded by the realization that if I made a mistake 
in releasing the names there was nothing I could do about it, but if I make a 
mistake in not releasing them I can alw*ays rectify that mistake by doing so later. 

So in response to any of your questions as to what these names are, or who is 
involved, my answ*er will be the same and that is that I will neither confirm nor 
deny that any of the names that you request are the subjects of this surveillance. 

I’ll notv attempt to answer your questions. 

LEAKS RESULTING IN SUBMISSION OF PARTICULAR NAME 

The Chairman. Could you indicate what leaks, for example, 
occurred that resulted in the submission of a particular name? Does 
this occur in the summary? 

Mr. Richardson. No, it does not. The summary only contains 
the sort of general background that was described by Mr. Ruckelshaus 
in his May 14 statement and later by the President in his May 22 
statement. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S REQUESTS FOR TAPS 

The Chairman. Does the summary indicate whether or not the 
Attorney General requested any names to be tapped? 

Mr. Richardson. There are two instances — I want Bill to hear 
this — the chairman’s question was does the summary indicate anv 
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2. In each of the seventeen cases of wiretapping In the program 

authorized by the President, the FBI wrote to Attorney General Mitchell 
requesting written authorization after receiving a directive for a tap. 
In each of the seventeen cases, the Attorney General authorized the 
wiretap, Mitchell has denied seeing or signing any such authorizations 
and denied seeing any summaries of wiretap logs. 
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him, of which he may be afraid or something of that sort, puts him in. 
the control of the person who has that information to a degree which 
is intolerable and therefore it is something never to be used except in 
the most extreme circumstances. We have, as a committee, the duty on 
this occasion to make that point. 

The Chairman. That is the point I am trying to make myself. 

COMMITTEE REPRESENTATIVES NOT REQUIRED TO PASS JUDGMENT ON 17 

Senator Aiken. May I ask one question there. Would the repre-* 
sentatives of this committee be required to pass judgment on the 
guilt or innocence of the 17 people? 

The Chairman. No; that is not involved. It is the procedure that 
is involved. 

Senator Aiken. But if one of them was found 

. PROCESS OF INITIATING ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE 

r Mr. Richardson. May I make one comment, Mr. Chairman, in 
reply to Senator Case’s statement. It should be clear both with respect 
to the past and certainly the future that the Secretary of State or the 
adviser, to the President for national security affairs would not have 
in any event the power unilaterally to initiate electronic surveillance 
of any individual. 

It should be reemphasized that in each instance here the specific 
request for authorization came from the Director of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation who himself obviously bears responsibility 
with respect to technique^ of investigation employed in the U.S. 

Government and in each instance, the request for authorization was 
approved by the Attorney General, and certainly as far as the future 
is concerned, any situation which was deemed by Dr. Kissinger to. 
potentially justify, and I am not sure there would be any, given the 
history of this situation, but if it were to arise, the Secretary of State 

L would come either to the Director of the FBI, Chief Clarence Kelly 
or to me, and we would have to exercise independent responsibility 
as to whether or not this technique would be employed. 

**The Chairman. Senator Church. 

NO COURT ORDERS OBTAINED FOR 17 TAPS 

Senator Church. In connection with any of these 17 taps, I take 
it that no court order was ever obtained? 

Mr. Richardson. No. 

CHANGE IN LAW CONCERNING WIRETAPS 

Senator Church. Has there been a change of the law in this respect 
as a result of subsequent court decisions or does it still lie within the 
power of the Attorney General himself to sign off a request by the 
Director of the FBI and wiretap anyone who may be thought suspect? 

Mr. Richardson. There has been a change in the law since the 
wiretaps in issue here. This was reflected in a decision of the Supreme 
Court of the United States in so-called Keith case, the U S. v. United 
States District Court handed down in June of 1972. That decision held 
that the Constitution forbade the use of eioetroru; surveillance 
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instance in which the Attorney General requested or originated a 
request for a wiretap, there are two. 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. Yes, there are. 

Mr. Richardson. In every other case his role simply appears to 
hare been that of approving the use of the wiretap. 


ATTORNEY GENERAL'S DENIAL OF ASKING FOR TAPS 

The Chairman. I thought that the Attorney General had said at 
sometime or another that he had never asked for specific names to 
be tapped? 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. Mr. Chairman, I think I can answer that 


question. There had been stories that appeared starting in Time 
Magazine back in February of 1972 indicating the existence of these 
taps. There had been denials by Attorney General Mitchell of the 
existence of these taps starting then, and as the press conference 
record indicates this denial was, in effect, belied by the existence of 
the signed authorizations by the Attorney General hims elf on all 17 
of these taps that were installed. 


approval of authorizations 

The Chairman. Did he sign the authorizations in blank and allow 
Mr. Kissinger to fill in the names? 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. Mr, Kissinger never had anything to do with 
the authorizations themselves. That would be a request form that 
was sent from the director of the FBI requesting authorization to 
install a given wiretap to the Attorney General* On the bottom of 
that form would be a line for approval by the Attorney* General. 

The Chairman. Did he not approve them in blank? 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. No, I am sure he did not. 

The Chairman. In batches of three or four, is that not true?- 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. I am sure he did not approve these in blank, 
Mr. Chairman. But in fact signed them as he would receive them 
from the director of the FBI. 


INITIATION OF TAPS 

The Chairman. Is it fair to say that all but maybe one or two 
were initiated by Mr. Kissinger? 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. No, I don't think that is fair to say that he 
initiated the taps themselves. I think the names were generated from 
a number of sources, including the members of the NSC staff who 
might have access to the information that was leaked. I think also 
some of the names were generated by the FBI when they overheard 
in the given wiretap names of people who might have been the source. 

JUSTIFICATION OF AND RATIONALE FOR TAPS 

The Chairman. Take [deleted] who was [deleted] to [deleted]. 
What in the world would be the excuse for tapping his phone? What 
could be the justification? This puzzles me as a matter of procedure. 
I am not particularly interested in what they found out, but it seems 
veiy odd to me that they would initiate a tap, and especially if Mr. 


( 159 ) 


2.3 JOHN MITCHELL INTERVIEW 3 MAY tL, l973> FBI 


Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Date of transcriptio n May 12 , 1973 


John G. Mitchell, former United States Attorney General, furnished 
the following information to the best of his recollection: 

Sometime during the Spring or Summer of 1969 former FBI Director 
Hoover met with him and advised him that the FBI at that time had some 
wiretap coverage on certain individuals specifically requested by the White 
House* These wiretaps were reportedly instituted to uncover possible leaks 
emanating from the White House, specifically from the National Security 
Council. Mitchell stated it was not unusual for him not to have known of 
this at its inception since on many occasions Mr. Hoover would deal directly 
with the President or the White House on extremely sensitive matters, and 
circumvent the Attorney Generali office. Mitchell stated that up until this 
meeting with Director Hoover he had no knowledge that any such special 
wiretaps requested by the White House were in effect. He stated to the best 
of his recollection the requests were made directly by the White House to 
either Mr. Hoover or former Assistant Director W. C. Sullivan, and involved 
five or six individuals, including N, P, and 

E. He stated N was a carryover from the 

Johnson Administration. He could not recall any other names. 

such 

Mitchell stated he never saw nor approved any/requests for wiretap 
coverage from the FBI, stating none were submitted to him by the FBI. 

Mitchell stated the reason Mr. Hoover came to him at that time was because 
he, Hoover, was greatly concerned that such wiretaps were in effect and 
wanted Mitchell to informally intercede with the White House in an effort to 
discontinue these wiretaps. To the best of Mitchell’s recollection he did, 
sometime thereafter, discuss these wiretaps with either Colonel Haig or 
Dr. Kissinger at the White House and they (Mitchell, Haig and/or Kissinger) 
agreed that these wiretaps could become "explosive" and that this whole 
operation was a "dangerous game we were playing." Mitchell stated, however, 
that to the best of his recollection nothing was dme as a result of his informal 
discussions mentioned above at the White House. Mitchell stated that he not 
only never saw any written requests for Attorney General authorization for 
the placement of these wiretaps but he was also unaware of any summaries 
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that may have been prepared setting forth the results of these wiretaps. He 
stated if such authorizations were received at his office, he would personally 
handle them . 

Mitchell stated to the best of his recollection the next time that he 
recalls hearing of this matter was during the period when former Assistant 
Director Sullivan was ”on the skids” with Director Hoover and the FBI. The 
closest he could place this time was approximately early Fall of 1971. He 
vaguely remembers that Robert Mardian, the then Assistant Attorney General 
in Charge of the Internal Security Division, United States Department of 
Justice, contacted him, Mitchell, and at this meeting told Mitchell that he 
had just recently learned from W. C. Sullivan about the existence of wiretap 
coverage placed by the FBI at the request of the White House on certain indi- 
viduals. Mardian indicated to Mitchell that Sullivan was furious over the 
way he was being treated by the Director and that for this reason he disclosed 
the information concerning the wiretaps to Mardian. Sometime thereafter, 
Sullivan turned over to Mardian all correspondence relating to this wiretap 
coverage. 

During approximately this same period, Mr, Hoover contacted Mitchell 
and advised him of the problems he was having with Sullivan and, in fact, 
showed Mitchell a lengthy letter he, Hoover, received from Sullivan in which 
Sullivan accused Hoover of running contrary to the President’s wishes in 
many instances. Mitchell recalls telling Mr. Hoover that he had no choice 
but to get rid of Mr. Sullivan. At this point Mitchell described Mr. Sullivan 
as being ”a little nuts.” Mitchell stated he recalls that after Mardian came 
to the Department of Justice as Assistant Attorney General in Charge of the 
Internal Security Division, Mr. Hoover became quite concerned over the 
fact that in many instances both Sullivan and his subordinate, 9 

were going directly to Mardian concerning cases being handled by the 
Domestic Intelligence Division and the Internal Security Division of the 
Department, which was an attempt, Mr. Hoover felt, to cut him off from 
access to these discussions. To the best of his recollection Mitchell stated 
that Mardian informed him, Mitchell, that he subsequently turned over all 
wiretap correspondence that he had received from Sullivan to Mr. John 
Ehrlichman of the White House. According to Mitchell, Mardian felt this was 
in the best interests of the White House and everyone concerned. Mitchell 
adamantly stated that he had never seen any of these papers, that Mardian 
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said he had received from Sullivan and then later turned over to the White 
House. Mitchell could not recall any details concerning this transfer of 
correspondence to Mardian, for example, specifically whether the documents 
I were turned over to Mardian by Sullivan voluntarily or perhaps whether 
I Mardian requested that Sullivan turn over the documents to him. 

Mitchell was specifically asked if on or about October 2, 1971, Hoover 
contacted him concerning the fact that Mardian had in his possession sensi- 
tive material relating to the wiretap coverage, and the fact that Mitchell 
assured Hoover that Mardian had destroyed this material. Mitchell stated 
this could not have been true inasmuch as Mardian had turned over the 
sensitive material in question to Mr. Erlichman (sic) in the White House. He 
stated to the best of his recollection such a conversation did not take place 
between him and the Director and that he received no correspondence from 
the Director confirming such a conversation. 

Mitchell suggested that if it has not already been done, that the FBI 
consider reviewing all correspondence relating to wiretap coverage in all 
national security cases which he would have been aware of during his tenure 
as Attorney General and which would now be located presumably In the vault 
in his former office. Mitchell stated that while he was Attorney General 
and during the pertinent period in question (1969 to 1971) his secretary was 
S5, whom he believes currently resides in , Florida. 

Mitchell stated this was not the first instance where no record was 
made of sensitive wiretap coverage requested by the White House. Mitchell 
recalled soon after he came into office, Hoover related to him special 
wiretap coverage which was requested by former President Johnson on a 
highly sensitive matter. Mr. Mitchell would not furnish specifics concern- 
ing this particular coverage. 

Concerning W. C. Sullivan, Mitchell related it was obvious he 
wanted the job of FBI Director since, on numerous occasions, Sullivan 
was in personal contact with various members of the White House staff 
and was always ’’name dropping and wheeling and dealing there” (White 
House) . 
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John G. Mitchell, former United States Attorney General, furnished 
the following information to the best of hia recollection: 

Sometime during the Spring or Summer of 10o& former FDI Director 
Hoover met with him and advised him that the FBI at that time had seme 
wiretap coverage on certain Individuals specifically requeatea by the White 
Bouse. These wiretaps were reportedly Instituted to uncover possible leaks- 
emanating from the White Bouse, specifically from the National Security 
CbynciL, Mitchell elated it was set unusual for him net to h&vo mown 9 ! 
this at Its inception since cn many occasions Mr. Hoover would deal directly 
with the President or the Wlute Hesse go extremely sensitive matters, and 
circumvent the Attorney General's office. Mitchell stated that up until this 
meeting with Director Hoover he ! aci no knowledge that any such special 
wlrelr.p.s requested by the White House were in effect. . He stated to the best 
of his recollection the requests were made directly by the White House to 
either Mr. Hoover or former Assistant Director W. €. Sullivan, and involved 
aIvcaC-T size tSzZ ivi d azl Sf isic hiding ^ ^iSu 

g Ha stated -y was s carryover appointment from tko 
Johnson Administration. He could not recall any other names. 

such 

• Mitchell stated he never caw nor approved airy /requests for wiretap 
coverage from the FBI, stating nona were submitted to him oy the FDL 
LSitciioll stated the reason Mr. Hoover came to him at that time was because 
he, Hoover, vvas greatly cor.cemeti that such wiretaps were in effect and 
wanted Mitchell to informally intercede with the White Nous a in an effort to 
discontinue these wiretaps. To the bast of Mitch ell ’ 3 recollection he did, 
sometime thereafter, discuss these wiretaps with either Colonel Haig or 
Dr. Kissinger at the ’White House arM they (Mitchell, Faig and/or Hiasinger) 
agreed that these wiretaps could become "ejmiosive'' and that this whole 
operation wa3 a ''dangerous game we were playing. " Mitchell stated, however, 
that to Die best c* his recollection nothing was dons as a result of his informal 
discussions mentioned above at the White h ouse. Mitchell elated that he act 
only never saw my written reouasts for Attorney General authorization for 
the placement of these wiretaps but ha was also unaware of any summaries 
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that may have been prepared setting forth the results of these wiretaps. He 
stated if such authorizations were received at his cilice, he would personally 
handle them. 


Mitchell stated to the best of his recollection the next time that he 
recalls hearing of this matter was during the period when former Assistant 
Director Sullivan was ”oa the shids" with Director Leaver and the F3L The 
closest he could place this time was approximately early Fall of 1S71. He 
vaguely remembers that Robert hlardian, tae then Assistant Attorney General 
in Charge of the Internal Security Division, United States Department of 
Justice, contacted him, Mitchell, and at this meeting told Mitchell that lie 
had just recently learned from \V. C. Sullivan about the existence of v/irstap 
coverage placed by the FBI at the request of the 'white House on certain indi- 
viduals. Mardian indicated to Mitchell that Sullivan was furious over the 
way he was being treated by the Director and that for tills reason he disclosed 
the information concerning the wiretaps to Marxian. Sometime thereafter, 
Sullivan turned over to Mardian all correspondence relating to this wiretap 
coverage. 

During approximately this same period, Mr. Hoover contacted Mitchell 
and advised him of the problems he was having with Sullivan and, in fact, 
showed Mitchell a lengthy letter he. Hoover, received frora Sullivan in which 
Sullivan accused hoover of running contrary to the Presidents \visce 3 in 
many instances. Mitchell recalls telling Mr. hoover that he had no choice 
but to get rid of Mr. Sullivan. At this point Mitchell described Mr. Sullivan 
as being ft a little nuts. 11 Mitchell stated he recalls that after Mardlan came 
to the Department of Justice as Assistant Attorney General ia Charge of the 
Internal Security Division, Mr. Hoover became quits concerned over the 
fact that in many instances both Sullivan and his subordinate, / 
were going directly to Mardian concerning cases being handled by the 
Domestic Intelligence Division ana the Internal Security Division of the 
Department, which v/as an attempt, Mr. Hoover felt, to cut him off from 
access to these discussions. To the best of his recollection Mitchell stated 
that Mardian informed him, Mitchell, that he subsequently turned over all 
wiretap correspondence that he had received from Sullivan to Air. John 
Erlich man of the White Louse. According to Mitchell, Martiian felt this was 
in the best interests oi the White House and everyone concerned. Mitchell 
adamantly stated that he had never seen any of these papers, that Mardian 
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said ho had received from Sullivan and then later turned over to the V/hite 
House. Mitchell could net recall any details concerning' this transfer of 
correspondence to Mardlan, for example, specifically whether the documents 
v/ere turned over to Maraian oy Sullivan voluntarily or perhaps whether 
Mardian requested that Sullivan turn over the documents to him. 

Mitchell was specif ically asked if on or about October 2, 1071 ? Hoover 
contacted him concerning the fact that Wardian had in his possession sensi- 
tive material relating to the wiretap coverage, and the fact that Mitchell 
assured Hoover that Wardian baa destroyed this material. Mitchell stated 
thi3 could not have been true inasmuch as Mardian had turned over the 
sensitive material In question to Mr. Hrlichman in the White House. He 
stated to the best of his recollection ouch a conversation did not ta^e place 
between him ana the Director 2 nd that he received no correspondence from 
the Director confirming such a conversation. 


Mitchell suggested that If it has not already been done, that the FBI 
consider reviewing all correspondence relating to wiretap coverage in all 
national security coses which he would have been aware of during his tenure 
as Attorney General and which would now be located presumably in the vault 
iii his former office. Mitchell stated that while he was Attorney General 
and during the pertinent period in question (19&> to 1971) his secretary was 
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whom he believes currently resides in . 


.Florida. 


Mitchell stated this was not the first instance where r»d record was 
made of sensitive wiretap coverage requested by the White House. Mitchell 
recalled soon after he carae into office, Hoover related to him special 
wiretap coverage which was requested by former President Johnson on a 
highly sensitive matter. Mr. Mitchell would not furnish specifics concern- 
ing this particular coverage. 


Concerning W. C. Sullivan, Mitchell related it was obvious ho 
vranted the job of FBI Director since, on numerous occasions, Sullivan 
was in personal contact with various members cf the White House staff 
and v/as always ft name dropping and wheeling and dealing there’ 1 (V/hite 
House). 
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May 17, 1973 
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Mr too.nisj 
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Mr. Ecxdi^y - _ . ■ 
M n. Hogan ■■ - 


The Honorable 
Killiain D. Ruckelshaus 
Acting Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Department of Justice 

Washington, D. C. Original impounded .by 

Dear Director: ^der. See memo 

in 63-l6062-‘i3wV- *- ' 


I have read with more than great interest 
your statement of May 14, 1973, relative to elec- 
tronic surveillance of certain government employees 
and. newsmen commencing in the Spring of 1969. Such, 
statement attributes to me certain actions which are 
contrary to my recollection and I would appreciate 
being advised as to the source of the information 
.upon which you based such statements. 


First, it is stated with respect to authoriza- 
tions of electronic surveillance, " . . . and if the 
Director approves, authority is then requested from 
the Attorney General. If lie approves, as was done 
in this case , the surveillance commences .... u 

Upon what evidence or information was this 
statement of my approval founded? 


Second, it is stated with respect to an F.B.I. 
investigation of this matter in the Fall of 1971, 

"... it commenced an inquiry which ended when Mr. Hoover 
was informed by Mr^ Mitchell jthat the records had 
been destroyed.” 
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The Honorable 
Killian D. Ruckelshaus 
Vnqo 2 


Upon what evidence or information was this 
statement of my so informing Mr. Hoover founded? 

I would like to make one further observation 
with respect to the text of your statement. Therein 
it states that, "These requests were handled in the 
came way as other requests involving national security 
for a number of years and in prior Administrations . " 

If this be the case you will find in the 
appropriate files of the Attorney General's office 
written requests for authorization from the Director 
and information with respect to the action taken thereon 
by the Attorney General. I would also call to your 
attention the requirement of the Attorney General that 
all authorizations for national security electronic 
surveillance must be renewed every ninety if t-hev 

are to be continued. 

My purpose 'in writing this letter is not to 
generate a confrontation with the F.B.I. or its Acting 
Director, but rather to obtain factual information 
which, if it exists, is contrary to my best recollection 
of the circumstances described. 

With kindest regards and best wishes for your 
success in your current undertaking, I am* 

Sincerely, 
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2.5 C.F.' DOWNING MEMORANDUM t MAY 18, 1973 


TO 


FROM 


Memorandum 

Mr. Conrad 
. F. Downing 





ROUTE IN ENVELOPE 

date: May 18, 1973 




SUBJECT: SENSITIVE COVERAGE PLACED AT 

THE REQUEST OF THE WHITE HOUSE 0piginal impounded by 


nemo 


Mr.C-Il.Vir, 

Mr. ClO-., 

Mr. Cor.rrri ______ 

Mr. Gctharjl 

Mr. JonUr.s _____ 

Mr. Marshal! 

Mr. Mil! w. t.S. __ 
Mr. Soyars 




.Mr. lnc-!pg»vi 

cCZ : 


Tele. Kixn~ 
Mr. Raise . 


court order. See 
in 63-16062-13^- 
Pursuant to the instructions of the Acting Director, 
relayed through Mr. Walters, an examination was conducted of 
the questioned John N. Mitchell signatures on fifteen documents 
authorizing technical installations and a comparison made of 
these signatures with signatures appearing on a number of similar 
documents maintained by Mr. Felt. 

The conclusion was reached that all signatures were 
prepared by the same individual. 

ACTION: 


Mi. Bamcs 

Mr. Bower 3 

Mr. Hwington . 

Mr. Co run y 

Mr. Mintz _I 

Mr. Eardley _ 
Mra. Hogan — 


For information. 


1 - Mr. Felt 
1 - Mr. E. S. Miller 
1 - Mr. Walters 
1 - Mr. Conrad 
1 - Mr. Downing 
1 - Mr. Hegvold 
1 - Mr. Tunstall 
W 

PGT:alf 
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2. 6 WILLIAM RUCKELSHAUS LETTER , MAY 24, 1-973 


Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 


TOP SECRET 


May 24, 1973 


Mr, John N. Mitchell 
Twenty Broad Street 
New York, New York 10005 

Dear Mr. Mitchell: 

Your letter of May 17, 1973, raises questions relating to 
my statement to the press on May 14, 1973, concerning electronic 
surveillances of certain individuals beginning in 1969. 

Specifically, you requested information as to the source 
upon which my statement was based concerning your approval, as 
Attorney General, of the surveillances in question, and the basis 
or evidence upon which I stated that Mr. Hoover was informed by 
you that records relating to the above-mentioned electronic sur- 
veillances had been destroyed. 

Inasmuch as the principals concerned with the implementation 
of the electronic surveillances are either deceased, as in the case of 
Mr. Hoover, or are no longer associated with the FBI, I relied on 
existing records of the FBI and on recollections of present and former 
employees of the FBI and the Department of Justice as the sources of 
my statement to the press. 

As regards your approval of all these surveillances, we found 
in the records recovered from the White House all letters bearing both 
the signature of Mr. Hoover requesting the electronic surveillance and 
your own signature authorizing it on each such surveillance. On at 
least one such letter handwritten comments were added by you to in- 
dicate expeditious installation. At the time you were interviewed by 
FBI Special Agents on May 11, 1973, and denied that you had seen or 
approved any such requests from the FBI for wiretap coverage, we 

1 - Mr. Miller 1 - Mr. Mintz (both sent separately) 

LMW:wmj (5) 


Original impounded by 
court order. See memo 
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Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 

Mr. John N. Mitchell 

had not recovered the FBI file material and, accordingly, the Agents 
were not in a position to apprise you that direct evidence to the contrary 
existed. There were statements by ex-employees that they had prepared 
Attorney General authorizations and had seen signed authorizations 
returned. 


Handwritten notes of Mr. J. Edgar Hoover in the files of 
the FBI, as well as recollections of FBI officials, support my state- 
ment that Mr. Hoover was later informed by you that the records had 
been destroyed. 

As to the practice of requiring from the Attorney General re- 
newal authority for national security electronic surveillances on a ninety- 
day basis, according to our records our instructions were to maintain no 
records of the surveillances , and this was pointed out in the initial letter 
to you dated May 12, 1969, requesting approval for the first group of 
surveillances. Our records also reveal that although no ninety-day 
continuations were apparently sought, you were kept informed by letter 
from time to time as to which electronic surveillances had been discontinued. 

Various documents among those recovered from the White House 
indicate that you were kept informed as to the status and existence of the 
surveillances in question, up to the time you were informed that all such 
surveillances had been discontinued. 

The FBI has not suggested, publicly or otherwise, that these 
were other than lawful national security surveillances with respect to 
the request, authorization and installation of the electronic surveillances 
in question. We do believe that improprieties occurred when the records 
relating to the surveillances were removed from the official custody of 
the FBI without the knowledge or approval of the Director of the FBI. 

I trust this answers the questions you have raised. 

Sincerely yours. 



William D. Ruckelshaus 
Acting Director 

NOTE: Foregoing cleared with Office of Legal Counsel. Pursuant to AG 

Order 502-73, the Acting Director has authority to release such information to 
Mr. Mitchell. The documents involved may be subject to classification but the 
information in this letter would not reasonably be classified. The recollection 
of officials of the FBI referred to at top of page 2 refers to Messrs. Tolson 
and Felt. 

- 2 - 
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May 24, 1973 


Mr. John N. Mitchell 
Tv/cnty Broad Street 
New York, New York 10005 

Dear Mr. Mitchell: 


TU-Wir 


Original impounded by 
court order. See meao 
in 63-16062-13 


mvs‘at t7 » 1973 > raises questions relating to 
my statement to tne press on May 14, 1973, concerning electronic 
surveillances of certain individuals beginning; in 1369. 

Specifically, you requested information as to the source 
pon w iten my statement was based concerning your aporovai as 
Adorney General, of the surveillances. in question, and* the basis 
Ot eminence upon which I stated that Mr. Hoover was inform ec bv 

vei U iinn^ e » CO df relatiag t0 the above-mentioned electronic 'sar- 
veiiiances had been cestroyed. 

nf r,a Ir f srauch 33 the principals concerned with the implementation 
E the eMctrpnic surveillances are either deceased, as in the case of 
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Join: 


Mitchell 


had not recovered the rBI file m 
were not in n position to apprise 
existed. There were a to. tom cats 
Attorney General authorizations 

returned. 


you th: 
by or;- 
tmd has 


, accordingly, the Agents 
root evidence to the contrary 
■’ oyoes ih's.l the 3 ' had prepared 
:n signed authorizations 


Handwritten notes of fir. J. Ed ur Hoover in the files of 
the FBI, as well as recollections of FBI officials, support my state- 
ment that Ivir. Hoover was later informed by you That fciio records had 
been destroyed. 


As to the practice of requiring from the Attorney General re- 
newal authority for national security electronic surveillances on a ninety- 
day basis, according to our records our instructions were to maintain no 
records of the surveillances, and this was pointed out in the initial letter 
to you dated Ivlay 12, 12C9, requesting approval for the first group of 
surveillances. Our records also reveal that although no ninety-day 
continuations were apparently sought, you were kept informed by letter 
from time to time as to which electronic surveillances had been discontinued. 


Various uOutuiiOuts s.nic 
indicate that you were kept inf or; 
surveillances in question, up to < 


•g those recovered from the White House 
nsd as to the status and existence of the 
ho time you were informed that all such 


surveillances had been discontinued. 


The FBI has not suggested, publicly or otherwise, that these 
were other than lawful national security surveillances with respect to 
the request, authorization and installation of the electronic surveillances 
in question. We do believe that improprieties occurred when the records 
relating to the surveillances were removed from the official custody of 
the FBI without the knowledge or approval of the Director of the FBI. 


I trust this answers the questions you have raised. 


Sincerely yours, 

William D. Ruckelshaus 


William D. Ruckelshaus 
Acting Director 

NOTE; Foregoing cleared with Office of Legal Counsel. Pursuant to AG 
Order 502-73, the Acting Director has authority to release such inform a; ten 
Mr. Mitchell. The documents involved may be subject to classification cut : 
information in this letter would not reasonably be classified. The reesliee:: 
of officials of the FBI referred to at top of page 2 refers t* Messrs. Toiscr. 
and Felt. 0 
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Although standard Department of Justice procedure required an 
Attorney General to review national security wiretaps every ninety days 
in order to reestablish their necessity. Attorney General Mitchell 
undertook no review of any of the seventeen wiretaps . 


Page 

3.1 John Mitchell testimony, 4 SSC 1626-27 174 

3.2 William Ruckelshaus deposition, Halperin v. 

Kissinger , July 25, 1973, 70 «• 176 

3.3 Letter from William Ruckelshaus to John Mitchell, 

May 24, 1973 (received from Department of Justice) . ... 177 
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3.1 JOHN MITCHELL TESTIMONY 3 JULY 10, 1973 , £ SSC 1626-27 


1626 

of Mr. Magruder recounting to these assembled groups what he was 
* going to testify to. 

Mr. Dash. 6ut would it be fair to say, Mr. Mitchell, that it was in 
the interest of the group to have the story that did go into the grand 
jury and the ultimate indictments that did come out cut off at Liddy ? 
And Mr. Magruder, who was in such a high position in the committee, 
would not be involved in that type of thing ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Mr. Dash, I tqink you are jumping from one conclu- 
sion to another without the bridge. What we were really concerned 
about were the White House horror stories. Now, if the cutoff that you 
speak of helped in that direction, perhaps that was probably the case. 
In other words, Watergate did not have the great significance that the 
White House horror stories that have since occurred had. 

Mr. Dash. Would you say that whatever covenip was taking place 
to this point, concealment and not' volunteering information, had to do 
with actually preventing the so-called White House horror stories 
rather than Watergate break-in? 

Mr. Mitchell. This was certainly my belief and rationale and I 
would believe the people in the White House, certainly some of them, 
might well be involved and certainly would have similar interests. 

Mr. Dash. Well, did Mr. Dean, in carrying back the messages from 
Mr. Haldeman and Mr. Ehrlichman, indicate that he had in fact in- 
formed them of the actions that had been taken — the strategies per- 
formed by your group ? 

Mr. Mitchell. I cannot say that he did or did not. I would have to 
believe that Mr. Dean was reporting to those gentlemen over there. 
Mr. Dean, as a proper lawyer, proper counsel, was very, very limited 
in his discussions of what he did or said with people in the White 
House and that is the way, of course, he should have acted. 

Mr. Dash. I think you testified that you at least discussed with ^Ir. 
Haldeman and Mr Ehrlichman the problems involved in the Liddy 
operations, the Ellsberg, and other situations ? 

Mr, Mitchell. Yes, and that was somewhere down the line, prob- 
ably much later than the time frame of which you are talking about in 
re lationship to Mr. Magruders appearance before the grand jury. 

^ Mr. Dash. All right, now, let us look very briefly to the so-called 
wiretapping of the journalists and Mr. Kissinger’s staff as a result of 
the SALT talk leaks. Were you aware of the leaking and those 
wiretaps? 

Mr. Mitchell. Mr. Dash, I find it hard to give you a specific answer 
other than the fact that, yes, I was. To what extent, I do not, know. 
This happened in 1968 and they were national security wiretaps. They 
should have a full record of everything that was handled in the De- 
partment of Justice, because every security tap, whether it be a strict 
national security dealing with foreigners or whether it is the type that 
the court has since frowned upon, is filed in the Department of Justice. 

Mr. Dash. But this would require your authority as Attorney Gen- 
eral, would it not? 

Mr Mitchell. I would believe that the FBI would probably not op- 
erate without it. I am not sure of that, but I believe that that would 
be the case. 
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Now, let me go on to point out two other things. No. 1, I do not 
recall there being that many people involved. I remember some mem- 
bers of the National Security Council that they thought were very 
much suspect. 

The second point I would like to point out, which gives me memory 
problems, is that in the newspapers, counsel said that some of these 
were on for a year and a half or 2 years, or something to that extent. 
Well, we have a rule that I put in the Department that where they 
had these national security taps, they had to be reviewed every 90 
days. So there again, I would have had a memory jog along the way 
if this be the case. 

So what I am saying is that I think your best evidence is over in the 
Department of Justice and not my recollection. 

■•Mr. Dash. Well, would the President's recollection be of assistance, 
Mr. Mitchell ? Are you aware of the President’s statement of May 22 ? 

Mr. Mitchell. I am aware of that reference in the statement of 
May 22. 1 do not know where the information came from. It may quite 
conceivably be correct. I brought the matter up through correspond- 
ence with Mr. Ruckelshaus and I thought I got very fuzzy answers 
back. Rut as I say, the evidence is in the Department of Justice and 
you ought to have access to it. 

Mr. Dash. But you do recall that in that statement of the President, 
the President did say that these areas did have the approval and were 
selected, along with others, by the Attorney General of the I T nited 
States, who was you at the time ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Mr. Dash, I have seen a lot of statements that come 
out that — I am not referring to the President, but in which people who 
dig out the information frequently get their facts wrong. 

Mr. Dash. This is a very important statement by the President on 
May 22. 

Mr. Mitchell. I thought Mr. Buzhardt’s statement was quite im- 
portant as far as I was concerned, too, but I think we found out what 
the distinction was there. 

Mr. Dash. You are not suggesting Mr. Buzhardt prepared the May 
22 testimony? 

Mr. Mitchell. I am not suggesting anything. 

Mr. Dasii. Did you believe, Mr. Mitchell — and I use the term belief 
at this point — have any belief as to whether the President was aware of 
the events either prior to or after the break-in of the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee headquarters? When I say events, I mean the actual 
bugging or the covemp which took place thereafter? 

Mr. Mitchell. I am not aware of it and I have every reason to be- 
lieve, because of my discussions and encounters with him up through 
the 22d of March, I have very strong opinions that he was not. 

Mr. Dash. How do you arrive at that conclusion ? Was it by particu- 
lar conversations with the President that he talked to you about this 
subject, or did you talk to him about this subject? 

Mr. Mitchell. No, it is primarily — I do not Avant to say no to 
exclude it, and I will explain the natures of the conversations, if you 
so desire. As a matter of fact, you may go through that list and I will 
get a chance to do them one by one. What I am saying is that I think 
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3.2 WILLIAM RUCKELSHAUS DEPOSITION^ JULY 25, 1973 , HALPERIN V. KISSINGER ^70 

Q To get back to this question of authorization, you 
sa y there were authorizations in the file? 

A Yes. 

q Now, were these authorizations and requests for 
authorizations that preceeded it, were they for specific time 
periods? 

A Yes, there is a procedure in the FBI that any National 
Security Wiretap can only be for a ninety day period. Then 
there has to be a request for a renewal. 

Q Was that followed in Mr. Halperin's case, in a request 
for a renewal beyond the ninety days? 

A As I recall, it was. I don't know. I haven't re- 
viewed that file so there again the documents would indicate 
whether there was or wasn't. 

Q Is this three month or ninety day period part of your 
standard operation procedure? 

A Yes. 

Q Would that be reflected in whatever manual you men- 
tioned? 

A I'm not sure there is such a manual or there is a 
standard operating procedure. 

Q Or directive or whatever? 

A I don't know. 
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Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staf f 


TOP SECEET 


May 24, 1973 

Mr, John N. Mitchell 
Twenty Broad Street 

New York, New York 10005 Original impounded by 

court order- See memo 

Dear Mr. Mitchell: in 63-16062-13 

Your letter of May 17, 1973, raises questions relating to 
my statement to the press on May 14, 1973, concerning electronic 
surveillances of certain individuals beginning in 1969. 

Specifically, you requested information as to the source 
upon which my statement was based concerning your approval, as 
Attorney General, of the surveillances in question, and the basis 
or evidence upon which I stated that Mr. Hoover was informed by 
you that records relating to the above-mentioned electronic sur- 
veillances had been destroyed. 

Inasmuch as the principals concerned with the implementation 
of the electronic surveillances are either deceased, as in the case of 
Mr. Hoover, or are no longer associated with the FBI S I relied on 
existing records of the FBI and on recollections of present and former 
employees of the FBI and the Department of Justice as the sources of 
my statement to the press. 

As regards your approval of all these surveillances, we found 
in the records recovered from the White House all letters bearing both 
the signature of Mr. Hoover requesting the electronic surveillance and 
your own signature authorizing it on each such surveillance. On at 
least one such letter handwritten comments were added by you to in- 
dicate expeditious installation. At the time you were interviewed by 
FBI Special Agents on May 11, 1973, and denied that you had seen or 
approved any such requests from the FBI for wiretap coverage, we 

1 - Mr. Miller 1 - Mr. Mintz (both sent separately) 
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Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 

Mr. John N. Mitchell 

had not recovered the FBI file material and, accordingly, the Agents 
were not in a position to apprise you that direct evidence to the contrary 
existed. There were statements by ex-employees that they had prepared 
Attorney General authorizations and had seen signed authorizations 
returned. 

Handwritten notes of Mr. J. Edgar Hoover in the files of 
the FBI, as well as recollections of FBI officials, support my state— 
ment that Mr. Hoover was later informed by you that the records had 
been destroyed. 


As to the practice of requiring from the Attorney General re- 
newal authority for national security electronic surveillances on a ninety- 
day basis, according to our records our instructions were to maintain no 
records of the surveillances, and this was pointed out in the initial letter 
to you dated May 12, 1969, requesting approval for the first group of 
surveillances. Our records also reveal that although no ninety-day 
continuations were apparently sought, you were kept informed by letter 
from time to time as to which electronic surveillances had been discontinued. 

Various documents among those recovered from the White House 
indicate that you were kept informed as to the status and existence of the 
surveillances in question, up to the time you were informed that all such 
surveillances had been discontinued. 


The FBI has not suggested, publicly or otherwise, that these 
were other than lawful national security surveillances with respect to 
the request, authorization and installation of the electronic surveillances 
in question. We do believe that improprieties occurred when the records 
relating to the surveillances were removed from the official custody of 
the FBI without the knowledge or approval of the Director of the FBI. 

I trust this answers the questions you have raised. 

Sincerely yours. 


William D. Ruckelshaus 
Acting Director 

NOTE: Foregoing cleared with Office of Legal Counsel. Pursuant to AG 

Order 502-73, the Acting Director has authority to release such information to 
Mr. Mitchell. The documents involved may be subject to classification but the 
information in this letter would not reasonably be classified. The recollection 
of officials of the FBI referred to at top of page 2 refers to Messrs. Tolson 
and Felt. 
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May 24, 197: 


•/./i •'"^-■2/ 

Mr. John N. Mitchell 
Twenty Broad Street 
New York, New York 10005 

Bear Mr. Mitchell: 




Original impounded by 
court order. See memo 
in 63-16062-13 /tw^ 


Your letter of Ivlay 17/1973, raises questions relating to 
my Statement to the press oa May 14, 1973, concerning electronic 
surveillances of certain individuals beginning in 1369. 

Specifically, you requested information as to the source 
upon which my statement was based concerning your approval, as 
Attorney General, cf the surveillances in question, and the basis 
or evidence upon which I stated that Mr. Hoover was informed by 
you that records relating to the above-mentioned electronic sur- 
veillances had been destroyed. 

Inasmuch as the principals concerned with the implementation 
of the electronic surveillances are either deceased, as in the case of 
Mr. Hoover, or are no longer associated with the .FBI, I relied on 
existing records of the FBI and on recollections of present and former 
employees of the FBI and the Depart me at of Justice as the sources of 
my statement to the press. 

As regards your approval of all these surveillances, we found 
in the records recovered from the White House ail letters bearing both 
the signature of Mr. Hoover requesting the electronic surveillance and 
your own signature authorising it oa each such surveillance. On at 
least one such letter handwritten comments were added by you to in- 
dicate expeditious installation. At the time you were interviewed by 
FBI Special Agents on May 11, 1973, ana denied that you had seen or 
approved any such requests from the FBI for wiretap coverago^'a^*- 

- Mr. Miller 1-Mr. Mints (botli sent separately) > 
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As to the practice of requiring from the Attorney General re- 
newal authority for national security electronic surveillances on a ninety- 
day basis, according to our reqords our instructions v/ere to maintain no 
records of the surveillances, ana this was pointed out in the initial letter 
to you dated May 12, 10C9, requesting approval for the first group of 
surveillances. Our records also reveal that although no ninety -day 
continuations v/ere apparently sought, you v/ere kept informed by letter 
from time to time as to which elecironic surveillances had been discontinued. 
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surveillanceo in question, up to t 


g those recovered from the V/hite House 
ed as to the status and existence of the 
o time you v/ere informed that ail such 


surveillances had been discontinued. 


The FBI has not suggested, pub 11: 
were other than lawful national security ra- 
the request, authorization and installation 


ily or otherwise, that those 
•rvciilanccs with respect to 
cf the electronic surveillances 


in question. We do believe that improprieties occurred when the records 
relating to the surveillances wore removed from the official custody of 
the FBI without the knowledge or approval of the Director of the FBI. 


I trust this answers the questions you have raised. 


Sincerely yours, 

William D. Ruckelshaus 

William D. Ruckelshaus 
Acting Director 

NOTE; Foregoing cleared with Office of Legal Counsel. Pursuant to AG 
Order 502-73. the Acting Director has authority to release such infer mat: pa 
Mr. Mitchell. The documents involved maybe subject to classification oa: : 
information in this letter would not reasonably be classified. The recsllec:: 
of officials of the FBI referred to at top of page 2 refers ta Messrs. Tolsc.n 
and Felt. 0 
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4. Unlike other national security wiretaps, the 1969-71 wiretaps 

were not entered in the FBI indices. The files and logs of the wiretaps 
were maintained only in the office of Director Hoover or Assistance 
Director William Sullivan and no copies were made. Such a procedure 
was requested by Colonel Alexander Haig when the program began. 


Page 

4.1 Interrogatories from William Ruckelshaus to William. 
Sullivan and answers thereto. May 10, 1973 (received 

from Department of Justice) \ U. 182 

4.2 Memorandum from William Sullivan to C. D. DeLoach, 

May 11, 1969 (received from Department of Justice)..,.. 189 

4.3 Memorandum of a telephone call from William Sullivan 
to J. Edgar Hoover, May 10, 1969, 2:15 p.m. (received 

from Department of Justice) .. 190 
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4.1 WILLIAM RUCKELSHAUS INTERROGATORIES, MAY 10, 1972 


Mr. William C. Sullivan 

Director May 10, 1973 

Office of National Narcotics Intelligence 

Acting Director, FBI 

SENSITIVE COVERAGE PLACED AT REQUEST 

OF THE WHITE HOUSE 

I have been informed tliat upon interview by an Inspector and a Special 
igent of this Bureau you requested that ail questions concerning tliis matter be 
lirected to you in writing and that yea would thereafter, to the best of your 
tbiiity, answer each question presented. The following is in response to that 
•equest: 


Backg roun d 

As you know, in early 1939 the FBI was requested to initiate sensitive 
:ovcrage (wiretaps) of certain White House staff members and others in order 
o uncover possible leaks at the White House affecting the national security. 

•'he purpose of this interrogatory is to fulls 7 resolve details of that coverage. 
fou are requested to respond to the following: 

1. The identity of the White House official or officials who requested 
hat the FBI initiate this sensitive wiretap coverage and identity of any fcllow- 
jp calls for similar coverage bn others. 

2. By what method were these requests for wiretap coverage transmitted 
:o the FEI? 


3. To what FEI official (s) were these requests made? 

4. Was written authorization received at the FBI from then Attorney 
general Mitchell, as was the procedure in other national security matters of 
.his nature ? Was a written authorization secured from the Attorney General 
on each? If not, why? If so, where might such written authorization now be 
located? 


n 

k 'k¥ 

4 '^. c'vx. 

y / c ' ;c '* 


5. Wore there records of these wiretaps kept by the FBI at any time? 
's 
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4.1 WILLIAM RUCKELSHAUS INTERROGATORIES, MAY 10. 1973 

Mr. William C. Sullivan 

a. If so, describe such records. 

b. Where, when, and by whom were such records kept? 

c. Were these records maintained in your personal and 
official custody while serving as Assistant Director and Assistant 
to the Director ? 

d. If so, on whose order were they so maintained? 

e. Who had access to these records while in your custody? 

f. What became of the records in your custody ? 

6. If come records were maintained by' FBI personnel other than 
yourself describe the records, identify the persons having custody, the period 
of time of such custody, the present whereabouts of such records, if known, and 
If not known, any information in your possession relating to their maintenance 
and disposition. 



the 


*•.1 " . ti _ rf* . j „ i... x _ _ 

luenuLLy uiy uii.iti.ku.0 jLii Uiy 


UlUltM DUVttTO 


r\ — ^ 

KZ ivrui bUlCllb V/X y uuvlvi; w-uv* 


Ful responsible for carrying out the wiretap program. Specify the duties 


and responsibilities of each. 


8. To the best of your recollection, name the individuals on whom 
wiretaps were placed. 

9. To the best of your recollection, state the approximate times 
during which each wiretap was in operation. 


10. To the be-st of your recollection, describe the results achieved 
from each wiretap. 


11. Identify all' FBI p 
tion, review, analysis, recor 
information in question. 


ersonnel who had any connection with the install?.- 
ding and dissemination of the results of the wiretap 


2 - 
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4.1 WILLIAM RUCKELSBAUS INTERROGATORIES, MAI 10. 1973 


Mr. William C. Sullivan 

|~X2. To whom and in what manner was such information disseminated? 

13. From whom and in what manner were instructions Issued to dis- 
continue the wiretaps? 

14. To whom in the FBI were these instructions issued? When did all 
such activity cease on wiretaps, the records of which were maintained in your 
custody? 


15. On October 5, 1971, you advised Mr. W. Mark Felt that you gave 
Charles D. Brennan (now SAC at FBI Office in Alexandria) a brief case containing 
the sensitive material obtained as a result of the above wiretaps with instructions 
to Brennan to give the brief case to then Assistant Attorney General Robert 
Mardian. Describe in detail the contents of this brief case. Specifically cover 
whether it contained the' authorizations from the Attorney General applicable 
to these wiretaps. When was this done? Was it done before or after you 
applied for retirement? 


16. Who in the FBI made the decision to turn over internal FBI records 
directly to Mr. Mardian? What conversations did you have with others regarding 
this ? With whom ? 


.17: On whose authority was this decision made? 


18. Why was this material turned over to Mr. Mardian? 

19. V/liat disposition was made of this material and by whom? Was 
the Attorney General aware of the disposition? 

20. Were any copies made by you or anyone else to your knowledge of 
this sensitive material before or after its transmittal to Mr. Mardian? If so, 
What happened to them? 


21. As this wiretap project was on-going, to whom in the White House 
or any other place were reports made concerning results obtained? 

22. Row were these reports conveyed (written or oral), and with what 
frequency were they made? 


( 184 ) 



4. 1 WILLIAM EUCKELSHAUS INTERROGATORIES. MAI 10 . 1973 
Mr. William- C. Sullivan 

23. Do you have any information which would indicate that any specific 
wiretap coverage continued after authorization was rescinded? If so, provide 
details. 

24. Do you have any knowledge, or reason to believe that Mr. Mardian 
or anyone else turned over any material in this matter to Gordon Liddy, Howard 
Hunt, James McCord, John Dean, or anyone else at the White House or else- 
where? If so, provide details. 

25. There liave been leaks of FBI data concerning this matter to Time 
magazine and possibly other periodicals. Are you aware of the source of any 
such leaks? If so, provide details. 

An expeditious response is requested. 



4.1 WILLIAM SULLIVAN ANSWERS TO WILLIAM RUCKELSHAUS INTERROGATORIES 
MAY 11. 1973 __ 


TO 


FRUM : 


Hr. William D. Ruckelshaus 
Acting Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
, ’/) \ 

William C. Sullivan 
Director 

Office of National Narcotics Intelli 


DATE: May II, 


Jj I : i j % f., J i b $ 

itji 


anee 


1973 


SUBJECT: SENSITIVE COVERAGE PLACED AT REQUEST 

OF THE WHITE HOUSE 


Please refer to your memorandum to me of May 10, 1973. In answering 
your questions I will follow the format of your memorandum extending from 
question 1 through 25. 

1* In regard to the White House, I think it would be most 

appropriate if this question was addressed to Mr. Haldeman. 

2m By both conversations and written communications. 


3. The requests were made either directly of Mr. J. Edgar Hoover 
or indirectly through myself. 

r 4. Written authorization was secured from the ALLuiuey General 

in each case. 

5. Yes, .these records were maintained in my office at the YBI. 

(a) The records included logs, summaries and correspondence, 

(b) As indicated, these records were maintained in my office, 

(c) Yes. 



(d) They were maintained by me cn the orders of Mr. J. Edgar 
Hoover. He did not want team in FBI files and said so 
on two or three occasions. 


(e) Mr. Bernard Wells, then a supervisor in the Domestic 

Intelligence Division, mysalf, and any secretary selected 
to handle the dictation (restricted to two for the most 
part) . 




vJ* 


, (K 

D q ,£-v ^^(f) These . records , on Presider.cial and Attorney General request, 

/fr were given to Mr. Robert C. Mardian, then Assistant Attorney 


* ^ 
J 


q '' General of the Internal Security Division of the Department. 

& ^\Y. ‘ 

■ m 



4 y > , 


4%*' 

'' $ 


jJ V-jV 


rOF SECRET 


NOTE: AT THE REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, THE CHAIRMAN 

AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERTAIN MATERIAL 
BE DELETED PRIOR TO PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED 
INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER DESIGNATION. 
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4.1 WILLIAM SULLIVAN ANSWERS TO WILLIAM RUCKELSRAUS INTERROGATORIES 3 
MAY 11 3 1973 


6. The records were maiiuained, as indicated, in my office and 
not by personnel other than myself. 

7. Apart from tire secretaries, persons handling the wiretap program 

wGre <2. who handled liaison, B ern ard W ells who handled 

the analysis and dictation, and myself handling administration. 

8. To the best of ray recollection, _the individuals on whom wiretaps 

were placed inpludcd: O /V “7* 

K , I „ IN and IB There were 

others but I do not remember them at this time (around 16-18). 


9. I do not remember the approximate times but the general time 
period was from 1969 - 1971. 


10. The records were considered to be very helpful in some cases 

and in others they were of little or no value. I do not recall 
the specific elements involved. 


11 . 





It is suggested that the identity of FBI personnel who were 
connected with the installations be secured from the Washington 
Field Office. 1 do not know v:ho made the installations. I have 
already set forth those handling the materials at the Seat of 
Government. 

The material was disseminated by letter over Mr. J. Edgar Hoover’s 
signature to the White House. For seme time the letters were 
addressed to and sent to the President and Dr. Kissinger. Later 
they were sent only to Mr. Haldeman.* A few summaries were 
prepared for the Attorney General in memorandum form* 

As I recall, instructions to discontinue came from the White 
House and were relayed to Mr. Hoover. 


14. In the main, these instructions were issued to me. However, 
Mr. Hoover did have some conversations with Mr. Ehrlichman, 
Mr. Haldeman, and Dr. Kissinger. As I recall, the wiretap 
activity ceased during the first part of 1971. 

15. The contents of the case included logs and letters related 
to the special wiretaps project. As I recall, they did 
include the authorizations of the Attorney General. As 
previously indicated, on instructions this material was 
furnished to Mr. Mardian before my retirement. 

16. I turned over the materials of this special project on 
instruction to Mr. Mardian. I had no conversation about it. 
with others. It was my decision. 

- 2 - 

*In May 1970 there was a meeting at the White Housa of the President, 
Mr. Haldeman and Mr. Hoover. They decided the letters would go. to 
Mr. Haldeman. 
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4.1 WILLIAM SULLIVAN ANSWERS TO WILLIAM RUCKELSHAUS INTERROGATORIES > 
MAI 11 * 1973 _ 

’ll lien D. Kuckelshaus 


17. As previously stated, on Instruction I turned over the ■ material, 
following a discussion in depth with Mr. Mardian relative to 
security and possible abuses of the material* 

18. As previously stated, this material was turned over to 

Mr. Mardian in response to Presidential and Attorney General 
request. 

19. The material was to be given maximum security. Where and 
by whom I do not know. I do not know whether the Attorney 
General was aware of the disposition. 

20. No. 

21. To Dr. Kissinger and later this was changed to Mr. Kara era an. 

22 \ They were written reports, hand-carried. I do not recall . 

the exact frequency but they were sent over whenever anything 
appeared on the logs which were relevant. 

23. No. 

24. No. 

25. No, 1 am not aware of the source of such leaks. However, 
judging from the nature of this information and the precise 
details if correct, it would seem that some of it may have 
come from inside the FBI. 


- 3 - 
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4.2 W.C. SULLIVAN MEMORANDUM. MA Y 11 1969 


To: Mr. C. D. De Loach Hay 11, 1363 

from: W. C. Sullivan JUNE 


Subject: COLONEL ALEXANDER M. HAIG oriainal imDOunded by 

TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE REQUEST ^urt order! s“ mMO 

(^^/ZFCOV'J) [in 63-16062-3.^4** 

Pursuant to ray ~cl>wers'ation with the Director, 
Sunday, May 11, 1969, there is enclosed a memorandum for the 
Attorney General which the Director may want to discuss 
personally with the Attorney General. It involves a high- 
level request for technical surveillance on four individuals 
whose names are contained in the memorandum. 


As I told the Director, the request emanated from 
Colonel Alexander M. Haig, who is assigned to Dr. Henry A. 
KisS'inger ' s staff. Haig came to my office Saturday to advise 
me the request was being made on the highest authority and 
involves a matter of most grave and serious consequence to 
our national security. He stressed that it is so sensitive it 
demands handling on a need-to-know basis, with no record 
maintained. In fact, he said, if possible it would even be 
desirable to have the matter handled without going to the 
Department: however, I was told the Attorney General is aware 
in general of the main elements of this serious security 
problem. 


1 Colonel Haig said it is believed these surveillances 

will only be necessary for a few days to resolve the issue. 

We, of course, can handle the matter most discreetly through 
our Washington Field Office. Colonel Haig said it is not 
desired that Jhere be any formal dissemination of the results 
of our coveraige to his office. Instead, he will come to my 
office to review the information developed, which will enable 
us to maintain tight control of it. 


RECOMMENDATION: 

' ( * f — . # 

A**-- ~ ** -J 

. If approved, attached memorandum will n ot be f ijled- 

j but will be maintained in a secure, off-the-record capacity 
as basis for authority to proceed in response to this request* 


Enclosure 



& 


\ 






^7 5~~3 y y 

notrecorded” 

JUN 6 1973 

rw*® **• ,-n " 


JUH O 197.1 /. - 
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4.3 MEMORANDUM OF WILLIAM SULLIVAN TELEPHONE CALL 3 MAY 10, 1969 


Do-r/ 


OFFICE OF DIRECTOR 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

May 10 t 1969 


MR. TO L SOM 

MR. DELOACH - 

MR. MOHR 

MR. BISHOP 

MR. CASPER 

MR. C ALLAH AN 
MR. CONRAD — 


2*15 pm MR. 6AUE — — 

MR. ROSEN 

Assistant Director Sullivan tel,g.. sul _ uv ,» M 


He said he had tried to reach mr. trottci 
M r. Hoover at his home as he mr. jo »es _ 
thought Mr. Hoover should know XCLE . ROOM 
of certain developments In 
connection with the request of 
Dr. Kissinger yesterday. 

He said Colonel Haig visited 
morning and made certain requests rs a 
Colonel In the Pentigon. Mr. Sullivan does 
not want to move on this until he has gotten 
Hr. Hoover's approval - and "they" do not 
want anything in writing. 


MISS HOLMES - 


MRS. METCALF 

/ 

MISS GANDY ? 

7/yTST 

him this / 


Mr. Sullivan said he would try to reach 
Mr. Hoover this evening or tomorrow. 


hwg 



ENCLOSURE 
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5 . 


Following the Presidents authorization of the 1969-71 wiretapping 
program, wiretaps were placed on the telephones of seven members of the 
staff of the National Security Council, The wiretaps for the seven 
specific members of the NSC staff were requested orally by Colonel 
Alexander Haig, who was then an assistant to the NSC Chairman, Kissinger. 
A renewed tap on one of these seven was later requested orally by H. R. 
Haldeman. 


Page 


5.1 Memoranda from J. Edgar Hoover to the Attorney General, 

May 12, 1969, May 20, 1969, May 13, 1970 and May 13, 1970 
(received from Department of Justice) 192 

5.2 Memoranda from J. Edgar Hoover to Tolson, Sullivan, and 
* ~ Brennan, October 15, 1970 and to the Attorney General, 

October 16, 1970 (received from Department of Justice.)..* 198 
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— • 1 «7~._ ffZJGSAI? HOOVER MEMORANDA 3 fl£4Y 1969 y MAY 13 3 1970 

Xv/JT"* C?ijO*U.4 i 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OP JUSTICE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20S3£ 

May 12, 1969 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

RE: COLONEL ALEXANDER M. HAIG 

TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE REQUEST 

On May 10, 1969, Colonel Alexander M. Haig, who is 
assigned to Dr. Henry A. Kissinger*s staff, came to this Bureau 
to advise that a request was being made on the highest authority 
which involves a matter of most grave and serious consequence to 
our national security. He stressed that it is so sensitive it demands 
handling on a need-to-know basis, with nc record maintained. He 
requested that telephone surveillance be placed on the following 
individuals to determine if a serious security problem exists: 

® ? f/ \ ■ ; 

and 49 

O is aged Land is Department of State employee 

who h a s b<=^n c \ n detail to the National Security Council since 

. He was -assigned to the Paris peace conference 

between jxi\d # • Applicant- type investigation by 

this Bureau indicated, while in Paris, he reportedly leaked informa-* 
tion to newspaper concerning happenings at the peace conference. 

This apparently was at the beginning of his assignment, and after 
being warned ho discontinued his reported leaks. 

N v , aged , was detailed from the Department of 

Defense to tho National Security Council as a senior staff member 

on He was the subject of an applicant-type 

investigation by this Bureau. While admittedly he has *had contact 
with Soviet nationals the investigation did not disclose at that time 
any pertinent derogatory information. 

The files of this Bureau contain no identifiable informa- 
tion concerning (3* 


was detailed to the National 

, from the Department of State, 


S 

Security Council on 

where he had boon employed in various administrative capacities 

since . An applicant-type investigation disclosed that 

during mid lDSO ’-s and early 1960 ’s he was suspected of 


TOP SECRET 


Group 1 

Excluded from automatic 

downgrading and ^ x , .. . t - 

declassif ication ' ’ : * ■> *’ r 

NOTE 1 AT THE REQUEST ~OF~THE~DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE J THE ~ CHAIRMAN 

AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED TEAT CERTAIN MATERIAL 1 U'P 

BE DELETED TRIOR TO PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE 
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5.1 J. EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDA* MAY 12, 20, 1969 > MAY 13* 1970 


TOP SECRET 

Memorandum for the’ Attorney General 
RE: COLONEL ALEXANDER M. HAIG 


leaking classified information to unauthorized sources. 

Thorough investigations were conducted by Department of 
State; however, no information was developed indicating he 
was responsible for leaks. 

Colonel Haig is Military Assistant to the Assistant 
to the President for national security affairs. He was the subject 
of an applicant- type investigation and no derogatory information 
was developed concerning him. 


This Bureau is in a position to conduct the necessary 
telephone surveillances requested by Colonel Haig. 

Respectfully, 

5 = 




\ \ 

n Edgar Hoover 
Director 


APPROVED 

DATE 



UW K 

V ' W/' ^ 


- 2 - 
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5.1 J, EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDA , IAAY 12 s 20 * 1969 ^ MA Y 15, 197 0 



UNITED STATES DEl*AKT.\iENT OF JUSTICE 

FKDEKAL KUKEAU OF J N V EST1CAT U>X 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 10535 


May 20, IS 69 

V; f; ' .'.‘ -. MEMORANDUM for the attorney general 

v ‘C RE: COLONEL ALEXANDER M. HAIG 

i '*"■»* - TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE REQUEST 


My memorandum of May 12, 1969, reported that 
Colonel Alexander M. Haig, who is assigned to Dr. Henry A* 
Kissinger’s staff, advised this Bureau that a request for 
telephone surveillances was being made on the highest 
authority which involved a matter of most grave and serious 
consequence to our national security. He stressed that 
because of its sensitive nature, it should be handled on 
a need— to -know basis, with no record maintained. In 
response to his request you authorized telephone surveil- 
lances on O /V 

& and 13 

On May 20, 1969, Colonel Haig presented an 
additional request advising that it was also being made 
on the highest authority in connection with the same 
sensitive matter. He-^equested that telephone surveillances 
be placed on and C- 

both of whom are on the staff of the National Security 
Council. 


IXT is aged and served as a staff 

member with the National Security Council, Washington, D. C., 

from to ; From to 

he was a — 

Since 1969, he has again been serving as a staff 

member of the National Security Council. Applicant-type 
investigations by this Bureau in 1966 and in 1969 disclosed 
no unfavorable information of a security nature concerning 
him. 


TOP SECRET 
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declassification 


NOTE: AT THE REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 3 THE CHAIRMAN 

AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERTAIN MATERIAL 
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5.1 J, EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDA , MAX 12 3 2 0 , 1969^ MM IS J 1970 

TOP SECRET. 

Memorandum for the Attorney General 
RE: COLONEL ALEXANDER M. HAIG 


(L, is aged and was employed from 

to # ^ by the Department of State. He is 

currently on the staff of the National Security Council. 
Applicant -type investigations were conducted by this Bureau 
concerning him in 1951, 1961, and in 1969. The investiga- 
tions disclosed no pertinent derogatory information of a 
security nature. 

3Z resides at 

and C- resides at 


This Bureau is in a position to conduct the necessary 
telephone surveillances requested by Colonel Haig* 


Respectfully, 



Director 


APPROVE D Qr 

DATE (y -• S~, f 7 '■/> /fey 

' i ~ / -j j 
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5.1 J. 



EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDA MAY 12, 9 20 3 1960 , MAY 12 3 1970 

TOP SECRET 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20S3S 


May 13, 1970 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
RE: . < 

^TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE REQUEST 


On May 12, 1970, Brigadier General Alexander M. 
Haig of the National Security Council Staff, advised 
that Dr. Henry A. Kissinger of the White House staff, 
had requested that as soon as possible a telephone 
surveillance be instituted on the home of 
of the National Security Council Staff. 

A survey has been conducted and it has deter- 
mined that the installation of this telephone surveillance 
is feasible* If you approve, this installation will be 
placed by this Bureau. 





Respectfully, 

[\ 

Ln Edgaaj Hoover 
Director 


rj 
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5.3 J. EDGAR I OOVER MEMORANDA^ MAI 12, 20, 1969 . MAY 13, 1970 


mum 




u f\ it ki> b t a' r k o ij h » v. 1 1 y .. i k s y o i* 1 j u s t i c e 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

WAS1IINCTON. D.C. 20SJS 


May 13, 1970 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

RE: l- 

TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE REQUEST 


On May 12, 1970, Brigadier General Alexander M. 
Haig of the National Security Council Staff, advised 
that Dr. Henry A. Kissinger of the White House staff, 
had requested that as soon as possible a telephone 
surveillance be instituted on the home of jL~ 
of the National Security Council Staff. 

A survey has been conducted and it has deter- 
mined that the installation of this telephone surveillance 
is feasible. If you approve, this installation will be 
placed by this Bureau. 



TOP SECRET 
Group 1 

Excluded from automatic 
downgrading and 
declassification 


NOTE: AT THE BEQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 3 THE CHAIRMAN 
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INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER DESIGNATION. 
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4:22 PM 


S. 2 J. EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDA » OCTOBER 1S 3 16 2 1970 


UiMTKD STATL IS Dli I’AKTAI K.\T oi- JUSTICE 

FEUKltAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20S35 


j UKt 

October 15, 1970 


V 


MEMORANDUM FOR MR. TOLSON / 

MR. SULLIVAN *- 
MR. C. D. BRENNAN 5 


Mr. Ca.Tf.-r 

Mr. O.r.rad 

Mr. F-!t _ [ 

Mr. G s!e 

Mr. P.^ynn 

Mr. Tavrl 

Mr. Waiters 
M r. Soya 
T$Ifr. Room ^ 

Mim Hoim2s_J./j 
Miaa Gandr- f I 


Honorable H. R. Haldeman, Assistant to the President, called. 

He stated that Dr. Henry Kissinger had handed him a copy of some information, 
and he did not know whether I remembered it or not, which I had sent over 

to Dr. Kissinger a couple of days ago, frog? .the and the 

report there showed that this fellow had a discussion with 

an unnamed person on the staff of the National Security Council. 

Mr. Haldeman asked if there was any way of figuring out who that was. 

I told him there was not except that by keeping in touch with this 

fellow Jwe may be able to pick it up. Mr. Haldeman said that would 

be very helpful. He continued that on the other side, he would like me to 
put_some coverage on & I told him I would 

do that; that I think where 'som eone"l’s~tr ying to gef information from people 
in highly sensitive positions and peddle it around, it is bad and we ought, 
of course, have complete coverage. 

Mr. Haldeman said they have some concern on & 
they may have a bad apple and have to get him out of the basket. 

Mr. Haldeman said it would be helpful if we could put this on 
and I told him I would take care of it right away. 


/ 
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5.2 J. EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDA, OCTOBER IS, 16, 1970 
“ 11 — * — =2 


pfi)l 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2053S 


October 16, 1970 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

RE: SPECIAL COVERAGE AT THE 

REQUEST OF THE WHITE HOUSE 


'the Honorable H. R. Haldeman, Assistant to the 
President, has requested that the telephone surveillance on 
"g be reinstituted. 


3 is ail employee of the U. S. Departmen 

of State. You previously approved a telephone surveillance of 
him on May 12, ’1969, which was discontinued on June 20, 1969. 


This Bureau is in a position to conduct the 
necessary telephone surveillance requested by 'Mr. Haldeman. 


RespectfuHy, 


q\ • (\ 

\Jbhn Edgar 


Hoover 
Director 



GROUP 1 

Excluded from automatic 
downgrading and 
declassification 

NOTE : AT THE REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE , THE CHAlMAN 

AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERTAIN MATERIAL 
BE DELETED PRIOR TO PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED 
INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER DESIGNATION. 
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6. Five of the wiretaps on NSC employees were discontinued after a 

relatively short time (the shortest being one month) ; two continued for 
an extended period. Three of the staff members were subject to wiretaps 
for substantial periods after leaving the NSC. Two were tapped when 
they were no longer employed by the government, but were serving as 
advisers to a United States Senator who was a Democratic Presidential 
candidate. 
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6.1 T.J . SMITH MEMORANDUM, MAY 13 . 1973 


i i,.:> I.-V: t.vii.. 


Memorandum 


TO 


FROM 


Mr. Er S. Miller 


DATE; 5/13/73 


Mr. T. J. Smith 


-155 


ZTiLNe 


Q, 


SUBJECT: “SENSITIVE COURAGE PLACED AT THE 
REQUEST OF THE WHITE HOUSE 




1-Mr. Eardloy 
1-Mr. Felt 
1-Mr. E.S.Mil 
1-Mr. Walters 
1-Mr. Wannall 
1-Mr. T.J. Smi 


Mr. C:-..:- 
CT?-.-; .- 
M*. Coivii 

Mr. Cci.-jr. 
Mr. JcnX!=; 


L.er;.,. 

Tele. 


iir. Her; 
Mr- Co- 


%Jr. £Ur: 
Mrs. Hs, 


Pursuant to instructions of the Acting Director, I 
met him at 11:00 AM on 5/12/73 in the office of Mr. Leonard 
Garment at room 128 of the Executive Office Building. We 
met Mr. Fred Buzhardt who took us to a room with a vault and 
turned over to us two sealed boxes which we determined to be 
official records of the FBI which had been in the protective 
custody of former Assistant to the Director William C. Sullivan 
prior to his retirement in October. 1971. 
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Mr. Buzhardt said that the records should be examined 
and that a receipt describing them should- be prepared and signed 
by e me before they were removed from the vault. I then proceeded 
to examine the records and make an inventory in the foi’ra of a 
receipt i Each ho” was inventoried spTm.ratply find a rnnv of the 
receipt prepared by me is attached for information. 

I finished the inventory at about 2:30 PM and . Garment 
then looked over the inventory receipt and I signed out of the 
•.vault with the tv;o boxes of records at 2:45 PM. A Secret Service 
Agent who had remained in the vault area while the records were 
being inventoried drove me to the Federal Triangle Building where, 
the Intelligence Division is located. The records are presently 
being maintained under secure conditions in your office. 


The two boxes contain the original logs of intercepts of' 
the various electronic surveillances operated; the original, sigr 
letters to the Attorney General, each signed by him, requesting 
authorization to install the electronic surveillances; Original 
letters to President Nixon, Dr. Kissinger, Mr. Haldeman , and Mr. 
Shrlichmnn reporting on the results of the electronic surveil lane 
the FBI yellow file copies on the above-mentioned letters: copies 
of letters to the Attorney General advising of discontinuances oz 
the electronic surveillances ; cover memoranda relating to letter: 
to the Attorney General, The President, Dr. Kissinger, Mr. Haider 
*.and Mr. Ehrlichman; miscellaneous other correspondence, includi: 


cables to and from 

cover a ac arranged by 


to 


OUI 


ojl cctron ic s* 
there , and 


general backgi 
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6.1 7.J. SMITH MEMORANDUM, MAY 13 3 1976 

A preliminary analysis of the contents of the two boxes of 
material has been made, it being noted that an in-depth study of 
the material would probably require several weeks. The following 
is a summary of that analysis: 


It appears that the project of placing electronic surveillance 
at the request of the White House had, its beginning in a telephone 
call to Mr. J. Edgar Hoover on 5/9/09 from Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, 
National Security Adviser to the president. Dr. Kissinger advised 

of a story on the front page of the by Q 

Q was extraordinarily damaging and used secret information’. 

Dr, hissinger asked Mr. Hoover if he could make a major effort to 
find o U t where the information came from. Mr. Hoover agreed to see 
what could be none. 

Dr. Kissinger called later the same day and referred to tvo 
other articles by Q within the previous ten days and that 
the^ three stories"may be tied together. * Dr. Kissinger told Mr . 

Hoover this matter had top priority. 


Mr. Hoover subsequently called. Dr. Kissinger and told him 
that it was the conclusion of contacts we had made that information 
for the three articles could have come and probably did from a 
staff member of the vr - * ■» ^ 1 i 
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6.1 T.J. SMITH MEMORANDUM, MAY 13 J 1973 


T-hs records reveal that all of the special White House- 
requested electronic surveillance was discontinued on 2/10/71 and 
at that time nine were being operated. They are listed below 
with the dates on which approval was initially given by, the Attorney 
General: 


X 

<5 

/V 

U 

H 

P 

& 


- Approved 5/13/70 
- Approved 5/29/G9 

- Approved 5/4/70 

- Approved 5/12/69 

- Approved 5/13/70 

- Approved 5/4/70 

- Approved 10/19/70 
- Approved last 5/4/70 

- Approved last 10/19/70 


It is to be noted that of the above list, electronic 
surveillance had been installed and then discontinued on .then- 


& —and & & and 

3 were included in the first authorized on 5/12/69. 

was discontinued 5/27/69 and roinsiiiuio r ^ s /a . /y n 


was discontinued 6/20/69 and re-instituted 10/19/70. 


It is noted also that the surveillance on /V was 
the only one which continued from the inception to the end of the 
special project. Two newsmen were still being covered at the 
time of discontinuance, 'T 3 and Q 


The following is a complete list by date order of all 
the individuals on whom electronic surveillance was placed at the 
request of the White House: 


IkvM ■ A i-. M c i£ q 

\ -A 

H*U /Y 

t'.,u i A «[ -» 

C 


rJK 


X 


National Security Council 5/12/69 - 

9/15/69 

National Security Council 5/12/69 - 
f _ 2/10/71 

jIDept. of Defcnsej 

5/12/69 - 5/27/69 
5/4/70 - 2/20/71 

National Security Council 5/12/39 - 

10/19/70 to 
2/10/71 

National Security Council 5/20/69 - 

6/20/69 
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'■ 6.1 T .J. SMITH MEMORANDUM^ MAY 13, 1973 

v" 

/-/A 

JT, j National Security Council 

~P , L (jjewsmaqj 5/29/69 — 2/10/71 

2), flcwsmanj 6/4/69 — 8/31/69 

rX _ ... 


9/10/69 - 11/4/69 
5/4/70 - 2/10/71 


£ t 

Ehr lichman 



F 

r\ 

, Yfhite House 

* A M 


1 Newsman! 

a, 

^ J 

fNewsmanl 


L J y- 

H 

V 



A 







rX 


State Department 5/4/70 - 
2/10/71 

State Department 5/4/70 - 
2/10/71 


National Security Council 5/13/70 - 2/10/71 

National Security Council j/Ij/ u - 

2/10/71 

White House staff 12/14/70 - 1/27/71 


Examination of the original letters to the Y/hite House 
reporting on results of- the various electronic surveillances 
maintained during the project reveals the following: 

There were 37 letters to Dr. Kissinger dating from 
5/13/69 to 5/11/70. There were 34 letters to the President 
dating from 7/10/69 to 5/12/70. There were 52 letters to Mr. 
H.R. Hal deman dated from 7/10/69 to 2/10/71. There were 15 
letters to Mr. Dhrlichman dating from 9/22/69 to 7/25/69, and 
these all related to £ who was apparently 

an assistant^ [on Dhrlichnan’s staff. In addition 

to electronic surveillance on £ (the records reveal that 
the FBI also conducted a physical surveillance on F > 


to 

th 


In connection v/ith the surveillance of the records 

reveal that electronic and physical coverage was brought about 
when the Attorney General called and said that the President naa 
ordered him to tell the Director he wanted a 24- hour surveillance 


and a tap on £ 


and that we should report the resull 


or tnc 


own handwriting " Higher authority has requested thal 
immediately for use prior to Thursday." 
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i 6.1 T. J, SMITH MEMORANDUM* MAY jg J 1973 

It is to be noted that in addition to the coverage, 

the Attorney General also called and arranged for electronic 
surveillance of f a newsman! The Attorney 

General said that the president wanted immediate coverage on. 

He also instructed that results should go only to the Attorney 
General and H.R. Hal deroan. Letters written went to Dr. 
Kissinger , however. In this case, as in all of the ethers, 
the Attorney General personally signed the written approval for 
the M coverage. 

Most of the electronic surveillances were instituted at 
the request of then Colonel Alexander Haig, who said that the 
coverage was being requested on the highest authority. Memo rand 
initially stated that Haig stressed that it was a matter of 
roost grave and serious consequence to our national security, 
and no other rationale was given. There appeared to be an 
understanding that the coverage in each instance was based on 
the original conversations Mr. Hoover had with Dr. Kissinger 
concerning the serious and damaging leaks of information to 
the news media. 

On occasion some specific rationale/was given by Haig. 

In connection with the coverage of d , 

a correspondent, the rationale given was related to 

a serious leak concerning U. S. involvement in Haig 

said in this instance that the President had called hi n regard! 
a serious security violation involving a leak by 1 Q 

concerning the ^situation. Haig said that this leak 

had been u a i 1 e cf jdow n to 1 r a couple of people " and he requested 
coverage on & , Gy , 

/V and /?. He also requested 

coverage on both residence and Office of each, the first time 
the office was covered. 

With reference to the coverage on Fj 

the rationale used by Colonel Hait^ was that the coverage on 
p ^revealed that p ' and F were friends 

and that F told 7* what- would be in a speech by 
the President, 

In another instance the cover memorandum to the letter 
requesting Attorney General approval on the U) 

coverage, said that Dr, Kissinger requested the coverage bccaus 
SP had been in contact with individuals on whom we had 
electronic surveillance coverage in the case. 


- 5 - 
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6.2 T.J. SMITH MEMORANDUM, MAY 13^ 1973 

The request to re-institute coverage on 3 
in October, 1970 after it had been discontinued, was made to 
Mr. Hoover by H. R. Kaldeman. Rationale given by Kaldeman was 
vague; that they had seme concern about 3$ Apparently 

through some other coverage, possibly on the. 

someone talked to an individual on the National Security Council 
and Haldeman implied that this may have been 

The records contain hundreds of pages of logs of 
transcripts of intercepts over the period the project was in 
operation. Complete review of all these logs would require 
an enormous amount of time. However , a preliminary review has 
been made of the letters to the President and members of his 
staff summarizing the results of “the electronic surveillances 
and some examples of the material developed, from the coverage 
are set forth below. It must be borne in mind that the signifi- 
cance of many of intercepts is not known to us. Only those 
familiar with U. S, foreign policy plans and considerations 
would be competent to determine the sensitivity of much of the 
material. Many of the intercepts related to foreign policy 
discussions and may or may not have boon per so na 1 or public 
in nature. 

It is to be noted that Dr. Kissinger accompanied Colonel 
Haig to Mr. Sullivan's office on 5/20/G3 shortly after the 
coverage began, to read all the logs prepared to date. After 
reading the logs Dr. Kissinger said, "it is cleai’ that I don’t 
have anybody in my office that I can trust except Colonel Haig." 
He said that what he was learning as a result of the coverage 
was extremely helpful to him while at the same time very disturb- 
ing. 


During coverage of "P in July, 1969, 'P 

read a quotation to an unknown individual which he appeared to 
have gotten J:rom someone in the Yihite House. It read, " The 
President is weak. He has difficulty saying no. He wants to 

please all and he dis lilies having to - make a choice With a 

man like this, Henry Kissinger, of course, has great influence 
But if we in the Y»'hite House were only four or five, wc could 
run the Government. As it is, v;e can't and Nixon has yet to 
find a way of doing . that . " The caller said, "This is harsh. 
This is someone in the Y-hitc House?" T .replied, "Yes." 
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ill Lh SMITH. MEMORANDUM^ MAX_ 12^ 1973 


Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 


In a preliminary review of the various summaries furnished 
to the White House, nothing was found which would indicate that 
a violation of Federal law was determined from the electronic 
surveillance coverage, nor was there any specific instance of 
information being leaked in a surreptitious manner to unauthorized. 

- 7 

Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 
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In a preliminary revie', 7 of the various summaries furnish 
to the Y'hite House, nothing was found which v.’ould indicate t ha 
a violation of federal law was determined from the electronic 
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6.1 T.J . SMITH MEMORANDUM^ MAY 13 3 1973 

The summaries are full of examples of careless and loose 
talk about matters being handled in the White House by the persons 
In* the White House on whom coverage was placed. Even the wives 
had a habit of discussing their husbands* work unnecessarily. For 
example, in one case Mrs. in a conversation with a 

cemetary lot salesman, revealed that her husband had been working 
long hours preparing a speech for President Nixon to deliver 
shortly. 


Various of the Y/hite House personnel were often in contact 
with newspaper men, and some were involved in close personal 
relationships with newsmen. 

With specific respect to any monitoring of Daniel Ellsberg, 
a review of the logs of the A/ electronic surveillance 
revealed fifteen instances of Ellsberg on the // national 
security electronic surveillance. There is attached hereto a 
rough draft summary of the Ellsberg intercepts. It is to be 
noted that aside from one conversation on 11/22/70, which perhaps 
established a rationale Xcr Ellsberg's anti-v/ar posture, none of 
the intercepts of Ellsberg were related in any way to the Pentagon 
Papers investigation. Seme of the intercepted conversations 
related to drugs such as LSD and marijuana. 

There is one folder in the material bearing the code 

word. This has to do with the syndicated 

columnist. Nothing in the folder suggested that coverage of 

had been requested by the White House or anyone. However, 

a number of personal letters marked "Top Secret - Do. Not File" 
addressed to Mr. Hoover suggests that Mr. Hoover was aware of 

the. project. In essence , apparently made a 

European trip in 1969 and someone desired electronic coverage 

of him while he was abroad. made a special trip to 

where hp apparently arranged through the Legal Attache 

to have the. authorities place a microphone in _ 

hotel room in There are logs indicating that microphone 

covern.ge was Instituted and reported through the 

There are no tickler or file copies of any summary memoranda 

to indicate that the results of the coverage on ^v/ere ever 

furnished to anyone but Mr. Hoover. 

For the time being all of these records are being 
maintained under secure conditions in Intelligence Division 
space. We will begin immediately to integrate the records 
into our regular "June" files and to prepare appropriate 
general and special electronic surveillance indices so that the 
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6. 1 T^J. SMITH MEMORANDUM^ MAY IS, 1973 

ACTION: 

For information. 
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6. 2 EDMUND MUSKIE STATEMENT, SEPTEMBER 10, 1973, SPRC EXECUTIVE 
SESSION 50-51 

Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 

I mean self occur in impoundment of funds, executive privilege, 
classified information, and we have been able to avoid pre- 
cise definitions over the years because of the practice of 
restraint upon the part of both the Presidency and the 
Congress . 

What troubles many of us is that there is so much evi- 
dence that the restraints that have been honored in the past 
have been abandoned by some and that abandonment could lead 
to a society in which some men are more equal than others. 

That is really what is at the heart of our inquiry here. I do 
not detect in this discussion this morning any real revulsion 
against the notion that in national security, there certainly 
must be a guideline for the use of this technique. But when 
restraints are abandoned in secret then there is no check 
against the abandonment. This is what Senator Case is speak- 
ing about, this is what all of us are speaking about, so X 
express that as a matter of philosophy and I think it under- 
lies this whole discussion. 

For instance, in this list of 17, and I have not veri- 
fied it, I have no way of verifying it, at least two of the 
names are names of people who were closely associated with 
me in a foreign policy advisory role throughout 1970 and 
most of 1971. I am naturally curious and interested as to 
whether or not when they became associated with — they were 
no longer associated with the Executive Branch were still 


Indistinct document retyped by" 
House Judiciary Committee staff 



6. H EDMUND MUSKIE STATEMENT, SEPTEMBER 10, 197 3, SFRC EXECUTIVE 
_ SESSION . . 50-57 

Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff , 

subject to electronic surveillance. If they were there is a 

possible inappropriate purpose as well as the continuance of 

an appropriate purpose. So the line becomes very obscure. 

And I think as a society we have got a right to know whether 

that line is slowly being breached and undermined to the 

detriment of the credence of all of us, so I am interested 

in this. Senator Javits suggestion, I am not sure it is the 

only one but it is a specific one, and I think we need to 

resolve some pertinent questions that were put this morning, 

I am not going to repeat them or try to find another set of 

L words to put them in, but simply state the philosophical view 
and illuminate the point. 

I will make this one point. Mr. Ruckelshaus emphasizes 
that these wiretaps were originated under the Presidents 
authorization and I would be curious to know whether or not 
that authorization was the result of some initiative taken 
by some person other than the President, somebody must have 
recommended to him that this technique be used. Who, was the 
one person, was it several, did it include Dr. Kissinger and 
so on. But it is of concern to us to know where these ideas 
originate, what their motivation is and whether or not there 
are greater responsibilities of people whose inclinations are 
in this direction. 

Mr, Richardson. May I comment briefly, Senator Muskie, 
because I think you have, as have others, including Senator 

Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 
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V.Z HENRY KISSINGER TESTIMONY , SEPTEMBER 17. 197 Z 
SFRC EXECUTIVE SESSION . 2Z-26 

Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 


|~ Senator Case. The next person chronologically whose 
tap was requested was Mr. L , requested on May 13, 1969. 

And as to that — I am just trying to get the record — 
requested by General Haig on behalf of Dr. Kissinger. Would 
you comment on what category this falls into? 

Mr. Kissinger. Well, I have been — you have to remember, 
Senator Case, that I have not seen this report until the day 
before I testified, and that I was one of those who strongly 
recommended that the report be given to the Committee, and when 
there was nuiances of difference between my recollection and 
this report I nevertheless decided to stick to my recollection. 

Now, the decision in the case of Mr. L , 

was my personal assistant, who knew everything in my office, 
who had been with me on secret negotiations with Le Due Tho 


Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 
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6.3 HENRY KISSINGER TESTIMONY , SEPTEMBER 17, 1973, 

SFRC EXECUTIVE SESSION, 23-26 

Indistinct document retyped by ^ 

House Judiciary Committee staff • 

and who literally before whom I had no secrets, a man for 
whom I had then and for whom I continue to have the highest 
personal regard, and who will be able to verify the fact that 
even after he resigned I on many occasions told him if he ever 
wanted to reenter the Government I would do my best to help 
him in that respect . 

L resigned early — during the Cambodian 

incursion in protest against the governmental policy. On the 
other hand, for financial and other reasons he was not 
prepared to leave his office right away. Now, I could have 
insisted that he depart but I had great personal affection for 
him and great confidence in him. 

On the other hand, I think you will appreciate that within 
the White House my own judgment in hiring him was not exactly 
applauded, so we had a potential security problem here in the 
sense that a man had resigned in strong opposition to the 
President^ policy but was still continued on the staff in a 
sensitive position and, moreover, still had all the files. 

Now, I would not have remembered that I personally, that 
it was at my personal directionjand I think again this may well 
have been an FBI euphemism but this was the reasoning that 
led to the tapping of Mr. L 

Senator Case. L indicated to you in May of 1970, I 
guess, that he wanted to leave and I think he did leave in June 
of 1970. 


Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Cousnittee staff 
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6.2 HENRY KISSINGER TESTIMONY , SEPTEMBER 17, 1972 , 

SFRC EXECUTIVE SESSION, 22-26 

Indistinct document retyped by 25 

House Judiciary Committee staff 

Mr. Kissinger.lt can be easily determined when he in fact 
left, I know it was several weeks later or several months 
later . 

Senator Case. Yes. The tap was suggested, asked for on 
May 13, 1969, yes. May 13, 1969. I do not mean — I just want 
to point thatout because it was a year later. 

Mr .Kissinger . No, that is incorrect. It must be May 1970. 

I am certain that that is incorrect. He was not even working 
for me in May 1969. He joined my staff in June 1969, I believe. 

Senator Case. I see. 

Mr. Kissinger. And I am certain either your notes or the 
FBI report is wrong. It certainly followed his resignation from 
my staff. 

Senator Case. From the staff, and we will check 
on that particular item. 

Mr. Kissinger. I do not have the report here but it could 
not have been in May 1969, because he was not on my staff then. 

Senator Case. He resigned then in June? 

Mr .Kissinger. No, he resigned within a week of the 
Cambodian incursion. 

Senator Case. Right. He left in June? 

Mr. Kissinger. And he left the end of June. 

Senator Case. 1970. 

Mr. Kissinger. And I really have to check whether he left 
finally in June or whether it was a little later because he 

Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 
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could have been kept on in some consultant status. 

Senator Case. The fact that the taps were kept on him 
until February 10, 1971, after which — during a part of which 
period he was part-time adviser to Senator Muskie that was 
not known to you at that time? 

Mr .Kissinger. I think you will find, Senator Case, that 
certainly after May 1970, I never saw any reports on these 
taps . 

Senator Case. Your statement here added to the, to Dr. 
Marcy ! s summary, indicates That is your position. 

Mr. Kissinger. Yes, and therefore, I never saw any 
rep orts after that. 


Indistinct document retyped by 
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6.4 MORTON HALPERIN AFFIDAVIT . NOVEMBER 30 , 1973. HALF ERIN v. KISSINGER 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


MORTON H. UALPERIN, et. al. , 
Plaintiffs, 

— V— 

HENRY A. KISSINGER, et. al . , 
Defendants, 


A '01/ 3o ) 


Civil Action No. 1187-73 


AFFIDAVIT 

City of New York ) 

) ss : 

State of New York) 

MORTON H. HALPERIN , being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

1. On May 9, 1969, in Key Biscayne, Florida, defendant 
Henry A. Kissinger informed me that I was suspected of 
leaking a story by Mr. William A. Beecher which had appeared 
in the New York Times several days before. The story 
reported that the United States had begun bombing Cambodia 
and provided some details of the bombing operation. Kissinger 
asked me whether I had provided any information to Beecher. 

I assured him that I had not. I pointed out that I 
could not have been the source of most of the information 
in the article since I had not had access to the information 
and did not know whether the story was accurate or not. 
Kissinger was well aware of this since everything I knew 
about the bombing, essential only the single fact that the 
United States had bombed Cambodia, I had learned in 
conversation with Kissinger. I had not had and never had 
access to any documents related to the bombing. 

2. Kissinger indicated that he accepted my assurances 
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but that others would not. He noted that as ho to • 
informed me previously, a number of high level f inures 
the Nixon Administration were suspicious of my political views 
and considered me disloyal to the administration. He 
informed me’ that for a period of time he would not give 
me access to any of the more sensitive information regarding 
national security matters. That way, he stated, if any 
information leaked I could not be blamed. 

3. This period lasted until I resigned from the staff 
of the National Security Council in September of 1969. After 
May 9,1969 I was given no access to sensitive material 
including information relating to private Vietnam negotiations 
negotiations with the People’s Republic of China, White 
House negotiations with the Soviet Union, and plans for 
troop withdrawals from Vietnam. Kissinger and defendant 
Alexander Haig were fully aware of this since they 
personally controlled access to such information.;^/ From 
May 9, 1969 on, my access was limited to information avail- 
able to hundreds of others in the White House and the 
department of the Executive Branch. A number of other 
officials had access to the information about the bombing 
of Cambodia and, at least according to press reports, were 
not tapped. On the National Security Council staff, these 

*J on one such matter — private Vietnam negotiations — 

Haig has so testified under oath at the so-called Pentagon 
Papers trial. He testified: "I would say from the period 
January ’69 until his departure from the staff in August of 
'69 Mr. Halperin had regular access to the regular reporting 
traffic on the conduct of the formal negotiations within the 
Paris framework which had been established for some period 
and which was reconvened that year. He would have had full 
access to those as a member of the staff involved m South- 
east Asian and other affairs. He would not have had access 
to the more sensitive, third-party contacts which may have 
occurred during that period.” (Transcript, p. 20,925.) 
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included Henry A. Kissinger, Alexander Haig, and Lawrence 
Eagleburger. Other officials, unknown to me, in the 
Departments of State and Defense also had access to this 
information. Information leaked to the press on other 
subjects was also available to a number of officials. 

4. On August 6, 1969, I informed Kissinger of my desire 
to leave the National Security Council staff as soon as 
possible. At his request, my departure was delayed until 
September 19, 1969. Also at his request I agreed to become 

a consultant to him. 

5. On September 19, 1969 I left the NSC staff and 

was notified that I had been appointed a consultant effective 
September 21, 1969. 

6. On May 4, 1970, I sent Kissinger a letter resigning 
as a consultant. On May 13, I received a letter from 
Kissinger "confirm [ing] that you will no longer be carried 
on the rolls of the National Security Council staff for 
possible future consultation." 

7. During the period September 20, 1969 to May 13, 1970, 

I had no access to any classified information. This was well 
known to Kissinger and Haig since only they would have 

given me access. (See also Haig testimony quoted above.) 

8. During this period, I was employed by the National 
Security Council for only one day. On that day I wrote, 

at Kissinger’s request, a memorandum on Vietnam. I had no 
access to classified information in the course of writing 
that paper. 

9. After leaving the staff of the National Security Council 
in the period of Septenber 1967 to February 1971, I engaged 

in a number of activities reflecting my political beliefs. 
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I wrote articles for newspapers. I consulted with Senators, 
Congressmen, and their staffs on what positions they might 
take on public issues including Vietnam. In particular, 

I consulted with a number of people advising Senator Edmund 
Muskie in connection with his possible candidacy for 
President of the United States. At the time of the 
American invasion of Cambodia in the Spring of 1970, I 
consulted with a number of American citizens about various 
potential forms of citizen activity to protest American 
policy. Discussions related to all of these activities took 
place on my home telephone. 



Subscribed and sworn to 

This 12 day of November, 1973 
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7. In reports sent to the President, Henry Kissinger and H. R. 

Haldeman, none of the seven NSC employees was established to have 
been a source of leaked classified inf ormation. 
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7.1 SUMMARIES OF FBI LETTERS REPORTING ON WIRETAPS OF NSC EMPLOYEES 

MR. B, 


A summary addressed to Henry Kissinger on May 29, 1969, reported 
that Mr. B, , a member of the National Security Council staff, had been 
in contact with a newspaper reporter who had had numerous contacts with 
individuals assigned to Soviet-bloc embassies. 
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7.1 SUMMARIES OF FBI LETTERS REPORTING OITWIRETAPS OF NSC EMPLOYEES 

MR. C. 


None of the summaries furnished to the House Judiciary Committee 
contained references to information obtained by the electronic sur- 
veillance of Mr. C, a member of the National Security Council staff. 
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7 . 1 SUMARIES OF FBI LETTERS REPORTING ON WIRETAPS OF NSC EMPLOYEES 


MR. I. 

None of the summaries furnished to the House Judiciary Committee 
contained references to information obtained by the electronic surveillance 
of Mr. I, a member of the National Security Council staff. 
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7.1 SVimARmS OF_FBI LETTERS REPORTING ON WIRETAPS OF NSC EMPLOYEES 

MR. K. 

A total of eight summaries of information obtained from a wire- 
tap on Mr. K. , a member of the National Security Council staff, were 
sent to H.R. Haldeman between May 14, 1970 and December 28, 1970. The 
summaries reported only conversations regarding Mr. K.’s dissatisfaction 
with his job and some of the decisions being made. One summary reported 
on the political activity of an acquaintance of K. In addition, a 
summary dated November 3, 1970, was addressed to Mr. Kissinger and reported 
a conversation in which the parties made uncomplimentary remarks about 
Mr. Kissinger and the President. 

None of the summaries reported on discussions of classified 
material. Detailed material contained in the summaries has been with- 
held from publication by the House Judiciary Committee to protect the 
privacy of the individuals involved. 
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7. 1 SUMMARIES OF FBI LETTERS REPORTING ON WIRETAPS OF NSC EMPLOYEES 

MR. L. 

H.R. Haldeman received 28 reports between May 14, 1970 and 
February 10, 1971 from the electronic surveillance of Mr. L. , an 
employee of the National Security Council. The summaries reported the * 
prospects that Mr. L and others could secure employment with Democratic 
politicians. The later summaries reported the activities of certain 
potential Democratic candidates for national office by whom Mr. L. was 
then employed. Some summaries reported contacts between Mr. L. 
and journalists. 

None of the summaries reported on discussions of classified 
material. Detailed material contained in the summaries has been with- 
held from publication by the House Judiciary Committee to protect the 
privacy of the individuals involved. 
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MR. N. 

A total of 27 summaries were prepared from the electronic 
surveillance of Mr, N.: eleven were addressed to the President starting 
on August 8, 1969 and ending on May 11, 1970; two were addressed to 
Dr, Kissinger in May and October 1969; and sixteen were addressed to H.R. 
Haldeman starting on May 14, 1970 and ending on January 29, 1971. The 
summaries reported conversations between Mr. N. and journalists, repre- 
sentatives of special interest groups and members of politicians 1 staffs 
expressing opposition to the Vietnam war. The summaries also reported 
the activities of potential Democratic candidates as those activities were 
mentioned to Mr, N. and the activities of a Democratic candidate for the 
Presidency by whom Mr, N. was employed in the latter part of the time 
covered by the wiretap. One summary reported Mr. N. f s refusal to follow a 
suggestion that he leak to a journalist a statement by Kissinger, 

None of the summaries reported on discussions of classified material. 
Detailed material contained in the summaries has been withheld from 
publication by the House Judiciary Committee to protect the privacy 
of the invididuals involved. 
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7 . 1 SUMMARIES OF FBI LETTERS REPORTING ON WIRETAPS OF NSC EMPLOYEES 

MR. 0. 

The President received summaries on May 28, 1969, July 25, 1969, 
August 1, 8, and 14, 1969 and September 3, 1969, and Henry Kissinger 
received a report dated May 20, 1969 with respect to the electronic 
surveillance of Mr. 0., a former National Security Council staff 
member. The majority of the summaries reported contacts between Mr. 0. 
and journalists. Although some of the discussions involved foreign policy 
negotiations, none of them revealed classified information. 

None of the summaries reported on discussions of classified 
material. Detailed material contained in the summaries has been with- 
held from publication by the House Judiciary Committee to protect the 
privacy of the individuals involved. 
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Mr. Kissinger. [Deleted.] The origin of this particular program 
was a meeting in the President’s office which I have described to you, 
and in which the President ordered the use of wiretaps, and in which 
niv contribution was to describe leaks that had occurred. I would sum 
up the problem at the time as follows — and I had asked myself this 
question very much: Did I have any reason to suppose that the 
Government was doing anything wrong? And second, was I, in exe- 
cuting orders that I thought were legal, doing anything that was 
wrong or illegal? 

I can say that the idea that this was not common practice or that 
this was in any sense illegal, simply never crossed my mind. I believed, 
when the Director of the FBI said this had been common practice in 
every previous administration, that it was. a distasteful program that 
was being reinstituted in this administration. I do not from my own 
knowledge know that this program was carried out in previous ad- 
ministrations. 

I have been told since, again by many people who should know, 
that it was carried out in previous administrations. 

As to my own role, I think, what you have seen will support that I 
confined my participation scrupulously to individuals who had had 
access to the information, and that nobody was penalized as a result 
of this. On the contrary, many of the people who were part of the pro- 
gram became my closest associates, and others who had been part of 
this program had been kept on my staff against very strong opposition 
from many quarters. [Deleted.] 

** And after this one program I did not participate in any other 
internal security program of the administration so none of these 
memorandums to which Senator Symington referred to this morning, 
the Huston program, the Plumber p rog ram, or whatever else was done,'* 
or the approach to Mr. Helms in the Watergate episode, was conducted 
with any knowledge of my office or of me personally. I think this is 
what the committee should keep in mind when it assesses the degree 
of iny own propensity to use such tactics. ° 

Senator Muskie. When the experience of previous administrations 
was described, was it described as being used to uncover leaks? 

Mr. Kissinger. It was described as having been used to uncover 
leaks and to protect national security information. But I might have 
been remiss in not inquiring further into it. 

Senator Muskie. I am not making that judgment nece>ssarilv. 

Mr. Kissinger. That is how it was described to me. 

Senator Muskie. You see, I make a distinction between national 
security as a justification, and leaks. To close leaks and sources of 
leaks would require a surveillance effort that could be as wide as the 

million civil servants of this Government. If the closing of leaks 
is a sufficient justification, there is no limit. I gather, of course, from 
your testimony that there were limits to this in actual fact. But if you 
establish it as a principle, then the principle is prettv hard to contain. 

[Deleted.] 

BASIS FOR INITIATING WIRETAPS 

Senator Muskie. Now with respect to each wiretap initiated as a 
result of the name that you provided, was that related to a specific 
leak ot specific information? I know you couldn’t recall. But was it 
you r impression that it was a specific leak of specific information or 
a fishing expedition? 
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Senator Symington. Well, you see. Senator Javits* 
question is extremely pertinent because we would like to know 
why first the tap was put on and secondly, why it was taken 
off so quick, I mean if we are going to get the facts. 

You say he went on the White House — 

Mr. Richardson. The reason it was put on was simply 
that papers flowed through his hands. It was not a question 
of the existence of any suspicion. 

Senator Symington. Well, things happened, he resigned, 
he retired. He was not discharged. 

Mr. Richardson. That is true. 

Senator Symington. And I would like to leave it right 

there. 

Now, you say that you returned the record from Mr. 
Ehrlichman and Mr. Ehrlichman, how do you know he has not 
got these tapes, these tapes. It is very easy to copy a tape. 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. Well, the records are fairly voluminous. 
Senator, and what I think Mr. Ehrlichman did simply — Mr. 
Ehrlichman simply held the taps as custodian from the White 
House after they were transferred from the FBI to the White 
House. 

Senator Symington. My next to the last question would 

be have you taken any action against anybody as a result of 

information that you received on these tapes? 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. The FBI has taken no action at all. 

Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 
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Senator Symington. No, I meant — we talk about raw 
files, and again, if I may quote my colleague from New York, 
they may be raw to us but they are not raw to you, and you 
know the facts, and we don’t. My question would be based 
on the information that was in the tapes has any action been 
taken with respect to anybody who was tapped? 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. I think Dr. Kissinger would be the 
best witness to that. Senator, because the purpose of the 
taps themselves was to discover whether any of these indi- 
viduals was the source of leaks and there could be no way 
you could tell from that information just exactly how it could 
be put together with other information that could lead to 
that conclusion. 

Mr. Richardson. The other corollary of what Mr. 
Ruckelshaus has said is there is nothing in the report we 
have been discussing in itself establishes that either an 
individual was the source of leaked information or that any 

L action was taken with regard to him as a consequence of the 
taps. 

Senator Symington. Would you file for the record, Mr. 
Attorney General, those people in the government who have 
seen the raw files in this particular case and also file for 
the record the names of anybody outside the government who 
has a copy of the FBI report? 

Mr. Richardson. I certainly can’t do the latter because 

Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 
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William D. Ruckelshaus, Acting Director, FBI, Press Conference Mat 14 

1973, 2:00 P.M. 

M r * Conmy. Good afternoon. This is an on the record news conference with 
VV llliam D. Ruckelshaus, Acting Director of the FBI. Mr, Ruckelshaus has a 
brief statement, after which he'll be pleased to respond to anv questions. There 
are hand microphones on the sides of the room may I suggest it will be easier for 
all of us to hear if you use those when you do ask your questions. There is a 
background paper on wiretapping that's available to you. You may use it as you 
see fit. There is also a text of Mr. Ruckelshaus' statement and a full transcript of 
the entire news conference will be available, hopefully, later today. 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. Gentlemen, I'd like to read this statement, in its entirety 
so that we have this problem in context before your questions. 

Shortly after assuming this job, my attention was drawn to several newspaper 
and^ periodical accounts of electronic surveillances, better known as wiretaps, 
having been placed on telephones of government employees and newsmen in an 
effort to^stem the leaks of information related to highly sensitive foreign policy 
issues. Upon inquiry, I was informed by FBI employees that these surveillances 
had been performed and that the records relating to them were missing from the 
FBI files. Also the question had been raised in the Ellsberg trial whether informa- 
tion from these alleged taps had been used by the prosecution in any way and thus 
tainted the evidence. 

As a result of this information, I immediately ordered an investigation into the 
facts surrounding the taps and the missing records. The investigation was started 
Friday, May 4, 1973, and was conducted under my personal supervision by 
highly skilled FBI personnel at Headquarters. Forty-two separate interviews 
were conducted, all by Headquarters personnel, and included travel to Phoenix, 

Arizona; Tampa, Florida; Savannah, Georgia; New York City; and Stamford* 

Connecticut, 9 

The investigation revealed that from May, 1969, to February, 1971, based on 
consultations between the Director of the FBI and the White House, certain 
wiretaps were instituted in an effort to pinpoint responsibility for leaks of highly 
sensitive and classified information which, in the opinion of those charged with 
conducting our foreign policy, were compromising the Nation's effectiveness in 
negotiations and other dealings with foreign powers. 

There was a total of 17 wiretaps placed for this purpose. Four were placed on 
newsmen as the potential recipients of leaks and thirteen on government employees 
as the potential sources. The taps were on for varying lengths of time during the 
period in question; two for as little as 30 days and one for as long as 21 months. 

These requests were handled in the same w~ay as other requests involving 
national security for a number of years and in prior Administrations. When a 
government agency or the White House requests surveillance the request is studied 
by the senior officials of the FBI, and if the Director approves, authority is then 
requested from the Attorney General. If he approves, as was done in this case, the 
surveillance commences, summaries are prepared from the logs, which are trans- 
mitted to the interested agency, or as in this case, the White House. 

Because of the sensitivity of these particular surveillances, the records were 
very closely held; first in the Director's Office and then on the Director's orders 
under the custody of Mr. W. C. Sullivan who was an Assistant to the Director. 

The investigation indicates that sometime in the summer of 1971, after the 
taps were all taken off, Mr. Sullivan contacted Mr. Robert Mardian, who was then 
Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Internal Security Division, and 
informed him of the nature of these records and recommended that they be trans- 
ferred to The White House. According to Mr. Mardian, the recommendation was 
made on the claim by Mr. Sullivan that Mr. Hoover might use the records in 
some manner against the Attorney General or the President. Mr. Sullivan does not 
affirm Mr. Mardian'a claim. There is certainly no proof that Mr. Hoover had 
such intention but the charge had its desired effect. According to Mr. Mardian, he 
informed Mr. Mitchell, who in turn informed The White House. The records were 
taken from the files by Mr. Sullivan, who ordered them given to Mr. Mardian, who 
delivered them to The White House. 

When the FBI discovered the records were missing upon Mr. Sullivan's retire- 
ment in the fall of 1971, it commenced an inquiry which ended when Mr. Hoover 
was informed by Mr. Mitchell that the records had been destroyed. It should be 
noted that Mr. Mitchell has denied making such a statement to Mr. Hoover. 

This conflict cannot be resolved because of Mr. Hoover's death. Mr. Mitchell* 
however, confirmed that the records were moved to The White House. 
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In any event, the FBI accepted the premise that the records had been destroyed, 
and when I assumed my present position, I had no reason to believe that the 
records were still intact. It was not until last Thursday night that our investiga- 
tion revealed, during an interview with Mr. Mardian in Phoenix, that the records 
probably still existed and might be in The White House. 

The next day the records were located in The White House, having been filed 
in a safe in Mr. Ehrlichman's outer office. 

Unfortunately, the records were not located in time to respond to Judge Byrne's 
inquiries about the potential taint of evidence in the Ellsberg trial. The inter- 
ception of Ellsberg's conversations all occurred when he was either a guest of 
Morton Halperin, National Security Council, or conversing with him. It was one 
of those conversations of Mr. Ellsberg which I had informed the Judge on Wednes- 
day, May 9, 1973, had been remembered by one of our employees who had 
monitored the tape. Of course, w r hether the location of the records would have 
had any affect on the Judge's decision is not for me to say. 

On Saturday an FBI Agent and I went to The White House, identified and 
retrieved the records and they now rest in the FBI files. 

The investigation was conducted with skill, speed and effectiveness by the 
FBI and resulted in the full retrieval of the records. I believe it is in the public 
interest to reveal these facts so that this story can be put in proper perspective. 

Now I have two more points that I want to make, gentlemen. One is that I 
recognize how very emotional the question of wiretaps is in our society, and I 
asked at the time this investigation started that a history of the use of electronic 
surveillances or wiretaps in the FBI or by the FBI be prepared. The handout 
that you now have or is available is the result of that inquiry. I felt that the 
history was informative and good enough that it warranted being handed out at 
this press conference so that again these taps can be placed in that historical 
perspective. Secondly, since I am sure it will be one of the first questions, I want to 
touch on the reasons why I have not revealed the names of the 17 people who 
were placed under electronic surveillance during the course of this effort to stem 
the leaks. At first I felt it was probably a good thing to reveal these names in the 
interest of openness and letting the public know precisely what happened. And 
upon reflection I concluded that the potential harm to be done by the release of 
►these names outweighed the good that could result in the openness of revealing 
them. The potential harm is clear to the employees of the Government in that 
their positions in the Government since they were at least once under suspicion 
and most, if not all of them, have since been exonerated, might be jeopardized. 
'It's less clear as to the newsmen as to why the names would not be released, but 
again, upon reflection and a certain degree of agonizing I concluded that the 
potential was still there for some harm to be done by revealing their names to 
the public. And I was finally persuaded by the realization that if I made a mistake 
in releasing the names there was nothing I could do about it, but if I make a 
mistake in not releasing them I can always rectify that mistake by doing so later. 
So in response to any of your questions as to what these names are, or who is 
involved, my answer will be the same and that is that I will neither confirm nor 
deny that any of the names that you request are the subjects of this surveillance. 
I'll now attempt to answer your questions. 

LEAKS RESULTING IN SUBMISSION OF PARTICULAR NAME 

The Chairman. Could you indicate what leaks, for example, 
occurred that resulted in the submission of a particular name? Does 
this occur in the summary? 

Mr. Richardson. No, it does not. The summary only contains 
the sort of general background that was described by Sir. Ruckelshaus 
in his May 14 statement and later by the President in his May 22 
statement. 

ATTORNEY general’s REQUESTS FOR TAPS 

The Chairman. Does the summary indicate whether or not the 
Attorney General requested any names to be tapped? 

Mr. Richardson. There are two instances — I want Bill to hear 
this — the chairman’s question was does the summary indicate any 
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pursuant to instructions of the Actin 
met him at 11:00 AM on 5/12/73 in the office 
Garment at room 12S of the Executive Office 
met Mr. Fred Buzhardt who took us to a room 
turned over to us two sealed boxes which we 
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Mr. Buzhardt said that the records should be examined 
and that a receipt describing them should* be prepared and signed 
by*me before they were removed from the vault. I then proceeded 
to examine the records and make an inventory in the form of a 
recount. Knr.h hnv was inventoried separately nnci a r.onv nf the 
receipt prepared by me is attached for information. 

I finished the inventory at about 2:30 PM and Mr. Garment 
then looked over the inventory receipt and I signed out of the 
•.vault with the two boxes of records at 2:45 PM. A Secret Servic 
Agent who had remained in the vault area while the records were 


being inventoried drove me to the Federal Tr: 


;le Buildins 


the Intelligence Division is located. The records are presently 
being maintained under secure conditions in your office. 

The two boxes contain the original logs of intercepts of' 
the various electronic surveillances operated; the original, sig 
letters to the Attorney General, each signed by him, requesting 
authorization to install the electronic surveillances; Original 
letters to president Mixon, Dr. Kissinger, Mr. Kaldeman, and Mr. 
Ehrlichnan reporting on the results of the electronic surveillan 
the FBI yellow file copies on the above-mentioned letters: ccpic 
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\ 

Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 


tc 


Ul 


In a preliminary review of the various summaries furnished 
to the White House, nothing was found which would indicate that 
a violation of Federal law was determined from the electronic 
surveillance coverage, nor was there any specific instance of 
information being leaked in a surreptitious manner to unauthorized. 


7 - 


Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 
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In a preliminary review of the varices summaries furnished 
to the Vs'hite House, nothing was round wine.! would indicate env. 
a violation of Federal law was determined iront the electron?, c 
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8. In the cases of the four newsmen who were tapped, three were 

ordered by Colonel Haig. Kissinger has testified that the name of one 
of these three was presented by FBI Director Hoover to the President as 
a man who had connections with an allied foreign intelligence service 
and the decision to place a tap resulted from that presentation. The 
fourth newsman was a national television commentator. He was wire- 
tapped at the direction of Attorney General Mitchell. The Attorney 
General stated that the President requested that the commentator be 
placed under immediate electronic surveillartce following the review by 
the President of an FBI report about the individual. Mitchell also 
requested physical surveillance of the commentator, but withdrew this 
request after being advised by the FBI of the difficulties involved. 
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8.1 J. EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDA , MAY 29 s 1969 , JUNE 4 , 1969, MAY 4, 1970 



UNITED STATES DEPA KT.M ENT 01/ JUSTICE 
FEDEHAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

WASHINGTON. D C. 2QS3S 

May 29, 1969 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

RE: COLONEL ALEXANDER M. HAIG 

TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE REQUEST 


My memoranda of May 12, 1969, and May 20, 1969, 
reported that Colonel Alexander M. Haig, who is assigned to 
Dr, Henry A. Kissinger’s staff, advised this Bureau that a 
request for telephone surveillances was being made on the 
highest authority which involved a matter of most grave and 
serious consequence to our national security. He stressed that 
because of its sensitive nature, it should be handled on a need- 
to-know basis, with no record maintained. In .response to his 
request, you authorized the requested telephone surveillances. 

On May 28, 1969, Colonel Haig presented an additional 
request in connection v/ith the same sensitive matter. He 
requested that a telephone surveillance be placed on 


resides at 

, and is with 


Recently he has been telephonically in contact with A/ 

on whom you authorized a telephone surveillance in 
captioned case, "V is of 


iand was stationed in_ 


>He is 


extremely active ip, Washington and has developed very . sens it ive 
high level contacts. 


If you approve, 
placed by this Bureau on 


a telephone surveillance will be 

-P. 


Respectfully , 



downgrading and 
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5.J <7. EPGAfl HOOVER MEMORANDA i MAY 29 , 1969 J JOTS M4T 4, Jg?Q 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

VASniNCTON, D.C. 20S3S 


June 4 , 1969 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

RE: COLONEL ALEXANDER M. HAIG 

TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE REQUEST 


My memorandum of May 2S, 1969, as did two previous 
memoranda, reported that Colonel Alexander M. Haig, who is 
assigned to Dr* Henry A. Kissinger's staff, advised this 
Burp a u that a request for telephone surveillances was being 
made on the highest authority which involved a matter of 
most grave and serious consequence to our national security* 

He stressed that because of its sensitive nature, it should 
be handled on a need— to— know basis, with no record maintained. 
You authorized the requested telephone surveillances. 

On this date Dr. Kissinger has requested that a 
telephone surveillance be placed on l 9 who 

is also known as |He is a correspondent with 

| and has been in contact v/ith the 

, [individuals on whom telephone surveillances have been 

[placed. He resides at 

, and has telephone number. The 

files of this Bureau contain no pertinent information of 
an internal security nature . concerning him. 

Upon your approval, a telephone surveillance will 
be placed on Zb at his residence. 


Respectfully, 



TOI 3 SECRET 
GROUP 1 

Exciu d c cl f r c n au t ora nr ie 
downgrading and 
declassification 

NOTE: AT THE REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, THE CHAIRMAN 

AND NANKING MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERTAIN MATERIAL 
BE DELETED PRIOR TO PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE 
COmiTTEE ON THE JUDICIARY . DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED 
INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER DESIGNATION . 
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8jl_ J. EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDA , MAY 29, 1969 , JUNE 4, MAY 4, 1970 

U i\ iJ i\if i " i : 1 ’ . . . ' 

FEDEKAL liuKKAU OF I N ViiSTIC VViOi* 

WASlilNGTOtV, D.C. 2053S 


May 4, 1970 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 


RE: 

TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE REQUEST 


On the evening of May 2, 1970, 

Brigadier General Alexander M. Haig, of the 
National Security Council Staff, advised that a 
serious security leak had occurred concerning 
United States involvement in Cambodia. 

He requested that as soon as possible a telephone 
surveillance be instituted, if feasible, on the 
residence and office of (SL 


A survey is being conducted to determine 
if it is feasible to install a telephone surveillance 
on him. If it is determined to be feasible and you 
approve, this installation will be placed by this 
Bureau . 


Respectfully, 



qV T. 

V' John Edgar Hoover 


Director 



Group 1 

Excluded from automatic 
downgrading and 
declassification 
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8, 2 C.D. DeLOACH. WMORANDUM^ SEPTEmER 10, 1969 


v \ ! ! 


D; ADKXMK.YI 


TO 


Memorandum 

MR. TOLSON 


vyi 

i 


DO NOT FILE 


ROUTE IN ENVELOPE 


da i L: September 10, 1969 



FROM C. D. DE LOACH 1 " IT j . 

: ' C L . <i<£ ' i is 

SUBJECT: /if 

REQUEST FOR ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE 
BY ATTORNEY GENERAL AND PRESIDENT 


The Attorney General (AG) called at 4:35 p. m. this afternoon 
and indicated that the President had reviewed the file on captioned 
individual which the Director had sent over to the AG yesterday afternoon, 
September 9, 1969. The AG stated that after reviewing the file, the 
President told him he wanted an immediate electronic surveillance (wire- 
tap) put on this man. The AG stated this of course should be "accompanied 
by the other business. " 

I asked the AG what he meant. Ke stated that we should use 
whatever we might need in order to obtain information inasmuch as the 
President thought that might be receiving information. I told the 
AG I of course was aware* of the ramifications of a wiretap, but "by the 
other business" did he mean physical surveillance. It was pointed out 
that such a surveillance tied up six men on a 24-hour basis. The AG 
thought for a moment and then stated he thought the electronic surveillance 
would be sufficient at this time. He stated that copies of memoranda 
regarding this surveillance should be sent only to Mr. Ehrlichman at the 
White House and to himself. 

This matter was immediately brought to your and the Director's 

attention. 


ACTION: 


,cV/ zf L f j ?/ 

There is attached a suggested memorandum to the AG, for the 
Director’s signature, soliciting the AG’s signature for approval of this 
wiretap. All memoranda pertaining to this matter should, as usual, be 
forwarded to _ _ if or retention. 


Enclosure 




CDDrhcs 

(2) \,/ 


JUN 1.2-1973; 



DO NOT FILE 



MOT RilCORDSD 


ju ' v 8 1373 

T — 
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8,2 J, EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDUM , SEPTEMBER 10 , 1969 








tlNITKJ) SM’AI ;;.s 


l)MV» 


c:i;\t of j I STICK 


FEDERAL nilU’.AL 1 01 INVESTIGATION 
WASHINGTON. 1>.C. 2Q12Z 


September 10 , 1969 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
BE: M 

Pursuant to your request-, a telephone 
surveillance will be placed on captioned individual 
upon receipt of your written approval. 

M is a correspondent in Washington, D. 

Aor; _ _ . Ke has 

previously worked abroad for in several countries, 
including the Soviet Union. 


During interview in October, 1S67, by Agents 
of this Bureau, he readily volunteered information 
concerning his contacts with* Soviet-bloc personnel, 
but indicated he was not aware that any of them might 
have had intelligence significance, but if such should 
occur he v/ould promptly contact the FBI. 

Available information indicates that M 

resides at 

This Bureau will place a telephone surveillance at his 
residence upon receipt of your written approval. In 
view of the sensitive nature of this investigation , 
no record is being made concerning the coverage and it 
is requested that this memorandum be returned upon 
approval . 



NOTE: AT THE BEQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE , THE CHAIRMAN 
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8.3 ELLIOT RICHARDSON TESTIMONY, SEPTEMBER 10, 1973, SFRC EXECUTIVE 
SESSION, 277-78 

277 

The Chairman. Did the tap already placed continue beyond his 
employment in the NSC? 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. It was not continued or there was not a tap on 
[deleted] while he was a member of the committee staff. 

Senator Sparkman. This committee? 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. This committee staff. 

The Chairman. It was discontinued then when he left the NSC? 

Mr. Richardson. Mr. Chairman. May 1 make an off-the-record 
statement? 

The Chairman. Well, yes. 

[Discussion off the record.] 


GUARDING AGAINST LEAKS 

Senator Sparkman. Mr. Chairman, you say you are walking a very 
narrow line. I think all of us ought to because we don't like to see these 
leaks that really concern important matters in the SALT talks, which 
were important, and other things that at that time were important. 
So far as I am concerned I have been asked lota of times if 1 felt my 
telephone was bugged and I said I had no idea and I did not care. They 
can bug mine any time they want to, but I do think we ought to be 
very careful. I am just saying this; it may not even be pertinent to the 
hearings this morning. But I hope we will get out of this situation and 
at the same time I know we have this job ofguarding against leaks that 
might prove harmful to our country. That is all I care to ask. 

The Chairman. Senator Aiken. 


leaking news to achieve status in district 

Senator Aiken. I used most of my time, Mr. Chairman. I simply 
would like to say I have noticed during the years I have been here 
that leaking classified or important news to certain newspapers 
appears to be one way of achieving status in the District. That is all I 
have. 

DID DR. KISSINGER INITIATE ANY REQUEST FOR TAPS? 

The Chairman. Mr. Ruckelshaus and Mr. Richardson, to the best 
of your knowledge did Dr. Kissinger initiate, I repeat, initiate, any 
request for taps? 

Mr. Richardson. The only answer I can give you to that insofar as 
we can construct the picture as a whole, no. It is true, on the other 
hand, that he or Colonel Haig on his behalf are identified in three 
instances in the formal requests for authorization submitted to 
Attorney General Mitchell as having requested taps. 

The total picture, however, as reconstructed is one in which a 
decision was made as a result of a deliberative process involving the 
President and Kissinger and the director of the FBI that individuals 
on the NSC staff who had, or others who had access to this informa- 
tion should be the subject of taps, so that the decision that this would 
be done was not a Kissinger decision, even though for purposes of the 
form submitted to the Attorney General he is in some cases identified 
as the originator^ ' 


35-966 O - 74 - pt. 1-17 
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8.3 ELLIOT RICHARDSON TESTIMONY, SEPTEMBER 10, 1973, SFRC EXECUTIVE 
SESSION, 277-78 

278 

‘ The Chairman To the best of vour knowledge he did hot originate 
any of these requests? . .. . ' ' * 

5 Mr. Richardson. Although he is identified in the FBI records as 
having requested taps directly or through Haig, my discussions with 
Dr. Kissinger have convinced me that he was not the originator, in 
the fundamental sense of the word, of any of these taps. 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. Senator, in the President's statement of May 22 
of this year in which he discussed this series of taps, he. specifically 
states that he authorized the program among which were included 
wiretaps on certain individuals to try to stem these* leaks and I think 

L it was this authorization under which Dr. Kissinger waA operating 
in supplying names either himself or through Colonel Haig to the 
FBI that resulted in taps. 

_ Mr. Richardson. That is all, Mr Chairman. 

The Chairman. Senator Case. 

Senator Case, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

NECESSITY OF COMMITTEE REPRESENTATIVE SEEING FBI REPORT j 

Mr. Chairman, I would like, if I could, to find some way in which 
we can reconcile this matter, but I can't find any way in my mind 
in which we can do it without a representative of this committee who 
is responsibly chosen, whomever the Chairman wants, perhaps one 
on each side, seeing the FBI report. This I think would be true in 
any event, and I t hink it be particularly true that we would be regarded 
and I would regard myself as negligent if we did not insist on the best 
evidence, and this is not impugn either the Attorney General or 
Mr. Ruckelshaus in any way. 

They are giving us, I am sure, and they have given me privately, 
the best information about this, but I think we ought to see it or 
have it seen by a representative of this committee as the best evidence 
because we will be regarded as not doing our job if we don't and the 
public won't be satisfied unless we do this. Against the background 
of the misrepresentations that have been made to us in oral testimony 
by the highest officials of our Government, I think we would be just 
wrong with anything less, and while this is not exactly the same as* 
seeing the files of a man under consideration for appointment himself 
or the files regarding him, it is, I should think, although somewhat 
less of an extreme concession to congressional prerogatives for us to 
see this, how the executive branch of the Government works. The 
purpose, as we all know, is to find out not only what has been donei 
but what is likely to happen in the future, chiefly for two reasons: 

One, to give the American public as good an idea as they can get of 
the extent to which officialdom has the right to pry; and, two, and 
more particularly this new department or department new to this 
man, wonders what it must expect in all of its branches as far as 
supervision goes. 

EFFECT AND USE OF WIRETAPS 

Now, certainly it is not necessary to make an argument on beha3| 
of wiretaps. All I can say is on that score, whether a person minds i| 
or not, the device is one which potentially gives one man authority 
over another, control over another, and renders that second person! 
a person tapped, in case of any kind of thing that may be harmful t£ 
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8.4 SUMMARY OF HENRY KISSINGER TESTIMONY , SEPTEMBER 17, 1972, 
SFR£ EXECUTIVE^ SESSION^ 22-22 


Classified testimony of Dr. Henry Kissinger before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee has been withheld from publication in accordance with 
the rules of that committee. In that testimony. Dr. Kissinger discussed 
the installation of a wiretap on Mr. P and testified generally that he knew 
P well, and that P did not fit any of the categories Kissinger knew of for 
wiretaps. Mr. P. had many high level contacts in Washington, and other 
sensitive contacts. Dr. Kissinger further testified that P's news stories 
rarely included leaked material but Dr. Kissinger believed that the tap of 
P was on a national security basis. 
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8. 5 UNDATED COURT LAND JONES NOTE 


A/ 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 


Original impounded by 
court order. See nemo 
in 63-16062-13 


•p , Washington Correspondent for 

the I and N lunched 

at the Occidental Restaurant on August 6, 1969. "P 
arrived at about 1 p.m. > and /V joined him at a table 
in the West Room at 1:10 p.m. They engaged in a continuing 
conversation while they lunched and departed the restaurant 
at 2:45 p.m. They walked to the vicinity of the Executive 
Office Building, during which time they continued in conver- 
sation. They parted in the. vicinity of the Executive Office 
Building at about 3 p.m. 

Enclosed are photographs of A/ and T 
taken as they departed the West Room of the Occidental 
Restaurant, leaving the entrance to the restaurant and 
walking thereafter toward the White House. 
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9. According to the FBI, the FBI reports on the wiretaps of the 
four newsmen showed that none of them had obtained information in a 
surreptitious or unauthorized manner. 

Page 


9.1 Memorandum from T. J. Smith to E. S. Miller, 

May 13, 1973, 1, 7 (received from Department 

of Justice) 

9.2 Summaries of FBI letters reporting on the sur- 

veillance of four newsmen, prepared by House 
Judiciary Committee staff 

9.3 Memorandum from Director, FBI to 'the Attorney 

General, October 9, 1969 (received from Depart- 
ment of Justice) 
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g.J T. J. SMITB_ MEMORANDUM^ MAY 13 . 1973 . 1, 7 
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Mr. c 

V.'. Cc 


TO 


FROM 


Mr. Er S. Miller 


Mr. T. J. Smith 




o. 


DATC: 5/13/7C 




JaN? 


SUBJECT: SENSITIVE COVERAGE PLACED AT Tffi 
REQUEST OF THE WHITE HOUSE 


0 *^ 


l-Mr . 
1-Mr . 
1-Mr . 
l~Mr . 
1-Mr . 
1 -Mr . 


Ear d ley 
Felt 
E.S.Mil 
Walt ers 
Wanra' ^ 
T. J.Smi 


to; £T 

V.r. Ho 
Air. Co 

At. 

Mrs. K: 


Pursuant to instructions of the Acting Director, I 
met him at 11:00 AM on 5/12/73 in the office of Mr. Leonard 
Garment at room 12S of the Executive Office Building. We 
met Mr. Fred Buzhardt who took us to a room with a vault and 
turned ever to us two sealed boxes which v/e aetermd ned to be 
official records of the FBI which had been in the protective 
custody of former Assistant to the Director William CM Sullivan 
prior to his retirement in October, 1971. 
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Mr. Buzhardt said that the records should be examined 
and that a receipt describing them should- be prepared and signed 
by 4 me before they were removed from the vault. I then proceeded 
to examine the records and make an inventory in the form of a 
receipt. Kar.h hnv v/n s inventoried sepnvp rel v nnn a ennv of the 
receipt prepared by me is attached for information. 

I finished the inventory at about 2:30 PM and Mr. Garment 
then looked over the inventory receipt and I signed out of the: 
♦vault with the two boxes of records at 2:45 PM. A Secret Service 
Agent who had remained in the vault area while the records were 
being inventoried drove me to the Federal Triangle Building vher= 
the i igence Division is located. The records are presently 


Doing m.a r n a a i n e c 


:ur c conaitxoi 


in your office. 


The two boxes contain the original logs of intercepts of' 
the various electronic surveillances operated; the original, sin: 
letters to the Attorney General, each signed by him, requesting 
authorization to install the electronic surveillances; Original 
letters to President Mixon , Dr. Kissinger, Mr. Ealdeman. and Mr. 
Ehrlichnan reporting on the results of the electronic srr*/oil\ 
the FBI yellow file copies on the above-mentioned letters 
of letters to the Attorney General advising of disccnainu 
the electro a i c s ur ve ilia aces ; co v er : :o:;ora ud a re 1 a t i ng 


nc cs c: 
to letter: 


Attorney General, The President, Dr. Kissinger, Mr. 


CO lUC 
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cables to and iron 

cover a " 
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9.1 T.J. SMITH MEMORANDUM, MAY 13* 1973 3 1,7 


Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 


In a preliminary review of the various summaries furnished 
to the White House, nothing was found which would indicate that 
a violation of Federal law was determined from the electronic 
surveillance coverage, nor was there any specific instance of 
information being leaked in a surreptitious manner to unauthorized- 


Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 
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9.1 T. J. SMITH_ ^EWRANDUM^ MAY 13, 1973^ 1,7 


In a prcl ini nary review of the various Kumarics furnisher 
to the White House, nothing was found -which would indicate that 
a violation of Federal lav; was determined iron the electronic 
surveillance coverage, v: ' : ; •’i-ic r.u-.t 

. . .1. C* 1 1 . V- j : . \ d. 1 , d. . - . : s ’ • • -t ■- - a., i . » n, . a. v G \.i i;t- Li ti lOX* i - 
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9. 2 SmmiES gp_ FBI letters reporting on surveillance of newsmen 

MR. D. 

Reports were sent to the President on August 1, 1969 and 
August 13, 1969, and to H.R. Haldeman on June 19, 1970, with respect 
to electronic surveillance of the residence of Mr. D., a newsman. 

The summaries reported on discussions between Mr. D. and persons employed 
by the present and past administrations relating to policy in Vietnam 
and other foreign policy matters . 

None of the summaries reported on discussions of classified 

material. Detailed material contained in the summaries has been with- 
held from publication by the House Judiciary Committee to protect the 
privacy of the individuals involved. 
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9.2 SUMMARIES OF FBI BETTERS REPOSING ON SURVEILLANCE OF NEWSMEN 

MK. M. 

Reports were sent to Attorney General Mitchell on October 9, 1969 
and to the President on October 10, 1969 with respect to electronic 

surveillance of the residence of Mr. M. , a newsman. The summaries 

% 

reported only personal family matters, news coverage of future events, 
and a discussion of criticism of the President by the media. 

None of the summaries reported on discussions of classified 
material. Detailed material contained in the summaries has been with- 
held from publication by the House Judiciary Committee to protect the 
privacy of the individuals involved. 
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9. 2 SUMMARIES OF FBI LETTERS REPORTING ON SURVEILLANCE OF NEWSMEN 

MR. P. 

With respect to the electronic surveillance of Mr. P. , a newsman* 
reports were sent to the President on May 28, 1969, July 10, 15, 25, 1969, 
August 1, 13, 1969, October 24, 1969, November 6, 14, 17, 27, 1970, and 
May 11, 1970; to Henry Kissinger on May 29 , 1969, December 3, 1969, 

January 15, 21, 1970; and to H.R. Haldeman on May 14, 21, 1970, 

June 23, 25, 29, 1970, July 7, 10, 1970, October 29, 1970, 

December 15, 18, 22, 1970, and January 7, 19, 22, 27, 29, 1971. 

The summaries reported conversations between Mr. P. and other 
journalists, State Department officials of both present and past 
administrations, past and present cabinet officers and others, about 
foreign policy in Vietnam, Europe and the Middle East and a wide variety 
of domestic political matters. Summaries reported on the personal life 
of Mr. P. and others, and on the activities, both personal and political, 
of persons in Congress. 

None of the summaries reported on discussions of classified 
material. Detailed material contained in the summaries has been with- 
held from publication by the House Judiciary Committee to protect the privacy 
of the individuals involved. 
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9.2 SUMMARIES OF FBI LETTERS REPORTING ON SURVEILLANCE OF NEWSMEN 

MR. Q. 

A report was sent to Henry Kissinger on May 13, 1969, and 
reports were sent to H.R. Haldeman on May 18, 1970, September 4, 1970, 
October 23, 1970, November 13, 1970, and January 5, 7, and 19, 1971, with 
respect to the electronic surveillance of Mr. Q. a newsman. The summaries 
related to stories Mr. Q. was writing or checking about foreign policy, 
primarily in the Middle East and Vietnam, none of which related to leaked 
material. 

None of the summaries reported on discussions of classified 
material. Detailed material contained in the summaries has been with- 
held from publication by the House Judiciary Committee to protect the 
privacy of the individuals involved. 
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9^3. FBI DIRECTOR MEMORANDUM . OCTOBER 9 % 1969 


5r>0 ri:;p - 
•; — l-yollcw 

The Attorney General // W\ ; . : . 


October 0, ICZ* 


Director, lui 


/A 

iKim;iATiGN co:;csi2;i!?a 


J UfVcS 


Reference is made tc ny letter dated September 25, 
1969, in which you were advised that the telephone surveillance: 


had been installed on the residence of 
date , 


on that 


You night bo interested in knowing that the 
conversations which have boon monitored to data have related 
primarily to natters of a personal family nature or matters 
arising out oi -Ahl* ■> eoiulovmont r.s Washington representative 

of the Several cou versa tio as 

have been noted relating to dinner corral fronts with family 
friends, arrangements to accompany individuals to social 
functions, etc. Hr. /V) j engaged in so no conversations with 
other representatives of such as a conversation r/itli 


, ‘vX..o) P • *• - Op l-Cr'IW* OU • X«VUl/ , . 


r*ft 


oi Secretary of State Hog or a* meet lags with Prime minister 
Go Ida Heir and Soviet Poroigi; LliaiSter Andrei Grcnyho . 

In view of the nature of the conversations which 
have boon monitored, I would appreciate being advised if you 
desire this telephone surveillance to be continued. 


o’ j 

JAStnls (3) 


hSf.- / 


Cacr-n _ 
Cdir.-.n 
C c -. ; id __ 


(Classified erc?.E? as unauthorised disclosure nicht adversely 
af f ect‘ aTiiioaal security.) 

. y 

■iuy / 


NOT u£COAOHD 

f JUfl 6 )ST3 


9 k UK 


! / 


5 SIT.VT l 


\ 7vr. 


Te>. ?>.r, _-\- 
:!aL:.cs 3 


a - . v- ± i r.u co..'^ ci c 
d o '• /i': ; r r. h 1 * • : a n u 


AT the Wquest of the Wpartment of justTcF, THE CHAIRMAN \0 

AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERTAIN MATERIAL ' V 

BE DELETED PRIOR TO PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED 
INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER DESIGNATION. 
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10 . 


Wiretaps were ordered on three White House staff members 
working in areas unrelated to national security and with no access 
to National Security Council materials. One wiretap was requested 
orally of Assistant FBI Director DeLoach by Attorney General Mitchell 
who represented the order as coming from the President. This tap 
was specifically denominated as off the record. This White House 
staff member worked for John Ehrlichman, who received the wiretap 
reports on him. A wiretap on a second White House staff member was 
requested orally by Colonel Haig. The third White House staff 
member was wiretapped at the request of H. R. Haldeman. 
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10.1 ELLIOT RICHARDSON TESTIMONY, SEPTEMBER 10, 1973 , SFRC EXECUTIVE 
SESSION . 48 

Senator mcGes . there any items ov factors not 

associated with the sensitive diplomacy that were associated 
with the leaks that were presented that entered into the 
decisions that were made? 

Mr, Richardson. certainly not as to that list. It 

is possible with respect to two or three names or the list 
as to which there is no obvious relationship to national 
Security Council staff or the distribution of national security 
council papers. In any event these are individuals, and I 
think this is clear from all the information available to 
us sa to whoa Sr. I&ssisger was entirely unaware that there was 

i 

any tap at all. 

Senator McGee, Is there anyone on the list of 17, 
obviously other than the newepapomsn, four newsmen,, who did 
not have fcnown access to the leaked material? 

Mr, Richardson, Could you repeat that? 

Senator McGee. Yes. Anyone on the list of 17 except 
for the four newsmen obviously who did not have access to the 
known leaked material? 

Mr. Richardson. Yes, there were in two or three 
instances and these are the same individuals to wham I 
referred in response to your earlier question. 

Senator McGee, lhanic you, Mr, Chairman, 

Ihe Chairman. Mid Secretary. Laird request the tap on 

e ? 
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10.2 HENRY KISSINGER TESTIMONY, SEPTEMBER 17, 1973, SFRC EXECUTIVE 
SESSION , 36-39j 44-46 

36 

Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 

J. Edgar Hoover on June 8th. They do not include the name of 

and they include a specific request by me to turn off 

all taps as quickly as possible and preferably within two 

weeks so my own records tend to show that I did not go to this 

meeting in order to extend the program but rather to reduce 

it. Now, what exactly went on during that conversation I do 

not today remember, and how this request is construed, that 

again, I do not remember. 

Senator Case. Your summary shows the tap was in effect 
from June 4th to August 31, 1969. 

Mr. Kissinger. I know nothing about its termination. 



Senator Case.* The next one was on July 22nd and that was 


The Chairman. Who is f ? 

Senator Case. £ 

Mr. Kissinger. I know nothing about him. 

Senator Case. July 22nd, it said requested by the 
Attorney General. This is interesting, and that on behalf of 
the President. 

Mr. Kissinger. All I think one would have to investigate, 
I can only surmise that his name may have shown up in other 
wiretaps and during the course of the investigation. I did 
not even know In fact, to this day I do not know 




Senator Case. So far as the summary goes, it is quite 


Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 


NOTE: THE DELETED PORTIONS OF THIS DOCUMENT WERE DELETED , BY THE CHAIRMAN 

AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER PRIOR TO PUBLIC RELEASE OF THE DOCUMENT . 
DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER 
DESIGNATION. 
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The Chairman. Could you identify him for the record, who 
was E , what did he do? Who can? 

Mr. Kissinger. I do not know. 

Mr. Marcy. He was [ a white House aide on the Domestic Council Staff], 
Mr. Kissinger. I have never met 

Senator Case. You were not included in the inclusion of 


this thing? 

Senator Symington. Just to be sure, who instructed that 
a tap be put on the [White House aide on the Domestic Council Staff]? 

Senator Case. The Attorney General. 

Senator Scott. I was just saying it would be better to 
put a tap on the counsel. 

Senator Case. On September 10th of that year A\ 
was added, and this is stated to be based upon also on 
the oral request of Mr. Mitchell and it is noted also, at 
least it is mentioned, this is somewhat unusual the request 
included a request for physical surveillance as well as electronic 
surveillance. 


Mr. Kissinger. I was not aware of that at the time. I 
have since read the report and you are familiar with what 
the report says ... .... . ... . 


Indistinct document retyped by 
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10.2 HENRY KISSINGER TESTIMONY, SEPTEMBER 17, 1973 , SFRC EXECUTIVE 
SESSION, 36-39 y 44-45 

Indistinct document retyped by 38 

House Judiciary Committee staff 


I had no independent 

knowledge of that. 

Senator Case. This does not indicate that your office 
was involved in the request. It says on the oral request of 
Mitchell on behalf of the President. It does not say who made 
it. 


Mr. Kissinger. I understand. 


Senator Case. And you do not recall either the initiation 
or the termination of this? It ran from September 10, 1969 to 
December 4, 1969. 


Mr. Kissinger. I never received any of those reports. 

J Senator Case. On December first there was one ^ 

The Chairman. Who? 

Senator Case. J". 

The Chairman. Who is he? 

Senator Case. 3 ** Who he is is not known 

to me. Do we have any knowledge? 

The Chairman. Mr. Marcy, who was he? 

Mr. Marcy. I have forgotten. 

Mr. Dockery. I believe he is listed as a former member of 
the White House Domestic Council. 

Senator Case. The information in the summary only 
states the tap was instituted from Mr. Haldeman, from December 


Indistinct document retyped by 
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10.2 HENRY KISSINGER TESTIMONY, SEPTEMBER 17, 1973, SFRC EXECUTIVE 
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Indistinct document retyped by 39 

House Judiciary Committee staff 

14, 1970 to January 27, 1971. 

Hr. Kissinger. I never even knew J" existed. 

Senator Case. That office had nothing to do with that? 

Mr. Kissinger. No, but one would have to go through the 

files and see if he appeared in the course of the investigation 

and I have been told that he did. 

Senator Case. December 14th, when it was instituted? 

Mr. Kissinger. In any event, my office had nothing to do 


with it. 

Senator Case. And your connection with it had ceased before 
December 14, 1970? 

Mr. Kissinger. My receiving reports? 

Senator Case. And your initiation of taps, I take it. 


| Ml 


Mr. Kissinger. 


Yes. 


Senator Case. May 2, 1971 was H. 

The Chairman. Who was he at the time, which H ? 

Mr. Marcy. H , who was counsellor to the Department 

of Defense. 

Mr. Kissinger. He was the focal point for NSC documents 
in the Department of State. 

Senator Case. You do not recall, the statement here is 
that it was requested by General Haig in behalf of the 
President. That the tap ran from May 2, 1970 to February 10, 


1971. 


Mr. Kissinger. This was at the time of, during the Cambodian 
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10.2 HENRI KISSINGER TESTIMONY. SEPTEMBER 17. 1973 . SFRC EXECUTIVE 
SESSION . 36-39. 44-45 

Indistinct document retyped by 44 

House Judiciary Committee staff 

considered for leaks to newspapers no matter how severe. I 
cannot, secondly, cannot now conceive any security case and the 
only loophole I want to leave is one of the kind that Mr. 
Ruckelshaus gave you when you have clear overwhelming informa- 
tion of a potential major security risk. In that case it would 
have to be recommended by the security agencies, and I would 
hope to be able to justify it to the Chairman at an 
appropriate point but the idea that this would be an ongoing 
program is inconceivable, will not happen. 

r Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The next individual I have here in the summary is 

F. 

The Chairman. What was his position? 

Mr. Kissinger. His position was, as I recall, was speech 
writer. Again, you know as much as I do, it having arisen 
from the report. My impression is that he appeared on one of 
these — as a result of the investigation, he appeared on 
one of these wiretaps as having offered to a newsman some 
advance information on something, and if I remember the tap was 
authorized on the day on which I was even in Rumania, so 
there was no way I could have known it. 

Senator Case. You were not personally requested of that 

tap? 

Mr. Kissinger. No. 

Senator Case. Or do you recall receiving information as 

Indistinct document retyped by 
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a result of the taps on 

Mr. Kissinger. No, neither. And I was astonished when the 
| New York Times called me about it. 
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10.3 J. EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDA, AUGUST 4, 1969, DECEMBER 14 , 1970 

ImM'jku sta 1 i’i.a o i; j*a ua -• .:n 

r L J > K i i AT, ij U Iv E A u < > J ' I N V E > T I C A T i O N 

Y/AS KINGTON, D.C. 20535 


August 4, 1969 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

RE: COLONEL ALEXANDER M. HAIG 

TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE REQUEST 


Previous memoranda have requested and you have approved 
telephone surveillances requested by Colonel Alexander M. Haig, 
who is assigned to the staff of Dr* Henry A. Kissinger of the 
"White House. 


Colonel Haig has no w presented an additional request 
advising that it is being made on the highest authority in 
connection vrL th the came sensitive matter . lie .requested that a 
telephone surveillance be placed on p of the 

White House staff. 

p resides at ; 

and has unlisted telephone number * . - 


Recently, p was in contact with ip 

correspondent for the : on whom you previously 

authorized a telephone surveillance in this case. agreed 

to advise | in advance of the contents of a speech to be 

made in the future by the President. 


Respectfully, 



NOTE: AT THE REQUEST' OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE ~THE CHAIRMAN ~ 

AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERTAIN MATERIAL 
BE DELETED PRIOR TO PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED 
INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER DESIGNATION . 
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10j_3 J. EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDA, AUGUST 4 , 1969, DECEmER 14, 1970 



li ;\ iTivD STATIC U Ivl'A 11TM ENT OF JUST 


FEUEKAI, BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531 


December 3.4, 1970 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

RE: SPECIAL COVERAGE AT THE 

REQUEST OF THE WHITE HOUSE 


The Honorable H. R. Haldeman, Assistant to 
the President, has requested that the Bureau institute 
a telephone surveillance on the home telephone of 


This Bureau is in a position to conduct the 
necessary telephone surveillance requested by 
Mr. Haldeman. 


Respectfully, 



TOP SECRET 




NOTE: AT THE REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE , THE CHAIRMAN 

AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERTAIN MATERIAL 
BE DELETED PRIOR TO PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED 
INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER DESIGNATION. 
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10.4 C.D . DeLOACH MEMORANDUM, JULY 23, 1969 


/“-r 


1 - 
1 - 


Mr. 

Mr. 


DeLoach 

Sullivan 


MR. TOLSON: 


July 23, 1969 


ZfU 


Mr. Biihwp — 

Mi. Caspar _ 

Mr. Callahan 
Mr. Conrad — 

Mr. Felt 

Mr. Gale 

Mr. Rosm 
M r. S SIX 
Mr. Tavel 

Mr. Trotter . 

Tele. Room — w . 

Miss Holmes . 


By reference from the Director’s office, I talked to the 

Attorney General (AG) at 5:15 p. m. on July 22, 1969. The AG inquired 
as to whether I was familiar with "the wiretapping business at the White 
House. " I answered in the affirmative. Ke then asked me if I had heard 
the name of MF. I told him I was not certain about this name; 

however, I thought he must be one of the individuals involved in inis matter. 
The AG stated this was correct. He then added that the President was 
extremely exercised and very aggravated ever this matter. He stated 
the President wanted "to set M up" and planned to send material from 
Guam this coming Thursday night which £ would definitely see. 


The AG indicated that the President had ordered him to tell 
Jthe Director that he wanted a 24-hour' surveillance and a tap placed on 
He said that we should report to ELrlichman’s office the results 
I of the surveillance and the tap. I asked him if he also wanted the results 
Jin this regard and he stated he would appreciate being kept advised. 

The Director was advised of the above information at 5:30 p. m. 
on July 22, 1969. The Domestic Intelligence Division has been instructed 
to check on the name of J£ \and to prepare a memorandum 
expeditiously for the Director concerning iris individual. Instructions have 
also been issued to conduct die 24- hour surveillance requested as well as 
to make an immediate security check to determine the possibility of 
placing a wiretap on £ home telephone, it being noted that it is 
completely impractical to try to place such a wiretap at the White House. 


Although a summary memorandum is being prepared by the 
Domestic Intelligence Division concerning £ as mentioned above, 

I have been advised by Domestic Intelligence Division, 

that files reflect we investigated £ at the request of the White House 
in January, 1969, and that g was apparently at that time in EhiTichman’s 


CDD:hcs 

(3) 


J DM i,i 1973 > 


NOf RCCORCEJ \!/ \f S' 

JUN 8 1973 CONTINUED OVER 


NOTE: AT THE REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE , THE CHAIRMAN 

AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERTAIN MATERIAL 
BE DELETED PRIOR TO PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED 
INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER DESIGNATION. 
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10.4 C.D. DeLOACH MEMORANDUM, JULY 23„ 1969 

INFORMAL TO TOLSON 


office. This is believed to be true inasmuch as "Time" magazine had 
an article reflecting that g one of the assistants to the Legal 
Counsel, had originally thought he was going to be close to the President 
however, found that he was overshadowed by Ehrlichman and Halrieman. 

M later lost his title to who was formerly 

— A more detailed memorandum 


will follow. 


/ 


RESPECTFULLY, 


Gt D. De Loach 


- 2 
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10^4 W. C. SULLIVAN MEMORANDUM \ 


/.? /i /j r. '\ i / /■ y 'T “ /'> • * ; --.v >•} 

j£ /-l & / i L\J t LI /vti U / ! l 


to : Mr . C. D. DoLoach 


DATE: 


from :T?. C. Sullivan 


SUBJECT: ^ 

TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE REQUEST 


JULY 23 ^ 





On July 22% 1969, the Attorney General advised you 
that the President desired a telephone surveillance on 

Sr , a member of th9 President's staff. Ee 

also requested a physical surveillance on & 

The Washington Field Office is presently conducting 
a survey to determine the feasibility of instituting a telephone 
surveillance on & who resides 


There is attached a memorandum to the Attorney 
General advising that the telephone surveillance will be 
installed upon his approval. If approved, the memorandum 


...j i i jl. \ -c j -t . j i i. : i t i — — ^ .J 

Wi.J.1 liUb UC JL x 1CU , WUI. Hill WO «WAUWa*uOU 


dew W V-L A — 


the -record capacity as basis for authority. 


RECOMMEND AT IONS : 


r? 


That the attached memorandum containing only 


the original be handled with the Attorney General. 


4&^=r-Xfr a£ - ^ tbigrge mo r a ndum^be^^ret trrnecWt *07 ^trirlrirvan 

fco» 43 e^re±aiJied^ln a^scaura of f^the-record--capacity . 



DO NOT FILE 

JUN 1 1 W73 


NOTE: AT THE REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE , THE CHAIRMAN 

AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERTAIN MATERIAL 
BE DELETED PRIOR TO PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE 
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INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER DESIGNATION . 
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10.4 J. EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDUM , JULY 23, 1969 


DO- 6 

OFFICE OF OIREC.OR 
federal OUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


t 

u 


COLSON 

MR. DELOACH . 
MR. MOHR _ 
MR. BISHOP 



July 23, 1969 


MR. CASPER 

MR. C ALL AHAN 


The Attorney General approved 
the attached tech request with 
the notation: "Higher 

Authority has requested that 
this be done immediately for 
use prior to Thursday. 11 


MR. CONRAO - 
MR. FELT 


MR. ROSEN . 

y 

MR. SU LLI v 45 a . 

X - 

MR. TAVEL 




MR. TROTTER . 


Mr. De Loach ha3 been advised 
of the Attorney General 1 s 
notation. 


MR. JON E.S — 

tele, room 


IISS HOLMES - 


MRS. METCALF - 
* .> 

MiSS CAN O'* . 




EUCL0SU2S 


/f 


NOTE: AT THE REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE , THE CHAIRMAN 

AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERTAIN MATERIAL 
BE DELETED PRIOR TO PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED 
INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER DESIGNATION. 


( 272 ) 




,iE DIRFCTOK 


Kr ! *-s*i>V 



10^4 J, EDGAR' HOOVER MEMORANDUM, JUL Y 23,, 1969 

TOP SECRET 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


tefnr*. 


WASHINGTON, D.C. 20S1S 


July 23, 1969 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
RE: Mil. B 

TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE REQUEST 




%At. 

M Ti j 

Mr* Mohr - 
Mr. B ish-'P — 

Mr. Cosier | 

Mr. rv*r>nn 
Mr. f- m nd . 

Mr. FU= — — 

Mr. H>son * ■ j 

Mr. iT'tiliviut [ 

Mr. 1’avcl 

Mr. Tr*»ticr — 
Tele. lUnun . — 

Miss j 


This trill confirm your conversation with Assistant 
tp the Director Cartha D. DeLoach on July 22, 1969, during 
which you advised that a telephone surveillance was desired 
on £ who resides in _ 


A survey is being conducted to determine the 
feasibility of instituting a telephone surveillance on 

If you approve, a telephone surveillance will be 
placed by this Bureau on him. 


Respectfully, 



TOP SECRET 

GROUP 1 KCfc. 

Excluded from automatic 

downgrading and 
declassif lent ica 

note 7 at We request of tee department of jvstTce , We omTMan 

AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED TEAT CERTAIN MATERIAL 
BE DELETED PRIOR TO PRESENTATION OF TEE DOCUMENT TO THE 
COMMITTEE ON TEE JUDICIARY. DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED 
INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER DESIGNATION. 
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Memorandum 

to MR TOLSON date: December 16, 1970 

\ \ ’ j y 

from : \v. C. SULLIVAN ~ 

DO NOT FILE 

subject: SPECIAL COVERAGE AT THE JUNE 

REQUEST OF THE WHITE HOUSE 


Today Supervisor _ _ delivered the second 

letter concerning special coverage of which shows 

no pertinent activity has occurred* Mr. Lawrence Higby, Assistant to 
* the Honorable H. R Haldeman, advised that they desire d letters only 
l when pertinent activity occu rred and it would not Jbejaecessa ry to send a 
l fetter advising that the r e was no such activity for a particular day . 

Regarding coverage on weekends, it was agreed that if there 
1 was pertinent activity Haynes would contact Higby through the White House 
J switchboard and make arrangements for delivery 

I Mr. Higby said that Mr. Haldeman had asked that his thanks 

I be expressed to the Director for the very prompt handling of this matter 
jand it was M most impressive. " 


WAr , 

Urcaitar.. C.J7ZZ 

C lH.tS.Tfl — . . 



Conrad r 

Fell 

Gale _ — , 

Ko»ei» - 

- 

Wallet* a . 

Su>«* . 

Tele. Rt>>a> _ _ .... 
Holmes — 

Candy , 


ACTION : 

If approved, letters will not be sent concerning ^ 
when no activity has occurred for a particular day. 

- />! \ J 

WCSrchs ; j- 
(ORIGINAL ONLY) 

not recorded 
JUN 8 1973 



JUN(Jj 1973 />"’ 
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10.6 H.R. HALDEMAN INTERVIEW, MAY 12 3 197Z, FBI 


Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Date of transcription Hay 12, 1973 


Harry R. Haldeman, residence 3402 R Street, Northwest, 

Washington, D. C., was interviewed by Inspector 14 

and Special Agent 15 in the presence of his attorney, Mr. J. J. 

Wilson, at Mr. Wilson’s office, 815 15th Street, Northwest, 

Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Haldeman was advised at the onset of the interview that 
he was being contacted concerning any information he may possess con- 
cerning wiretap information which he received by courier from the FBI 
during the period 1969 to 1971. The purpose of these wiretaps would 
have been to determine any leaks by White House staff members or 
their employees concerning the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks. 

Mr . Haldeman advised that he recalled receiving summary 
letters concerning these wiretaps and that he received them routinely 
from the FBI. He said he could not recall who the courier was because 
the summary letters would actually go to his administrative assistant, 
Mr. Lawrence M. Higby. He said at first he read all the summaries 
which came into his office but found them to contain information which 
really was not of much interest to him. The contents of the letters did 
not contain any startling information and he eventually delegated the 
authority to read this material to Mr. Higby, who would review the 
summary letters and bring to his, Mr. Halderaan’s, attention only those 
matters which Mr. Higby thought would be of interest. 

Mr. Haldeman said that as he recalled the summary letters 
which he had were addressed to him, but he knew that the wiretap 
program had been going on for some time and originally the letters 
went to Dr. Henry Kissinger. 

Mr. Haldeman said that sometime in the Summer of 1971, the 
exact date he could not recall, he received a request to gather this 
material he had under his control so the material could be returned to 
the FBI. He was specifically asked who made such a request. He said 
that he simply could not now remember who made that request. He said 
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that he knew the letters were assembled and sent to the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation. He said he could not recall making any inventory of 
the correspondence prior to its being returned to the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation. He said he is positive he made no inventory; however, 
this is not to preclude the possibility that Mr. Higby may have done so, 
although he doubts it. He was specifically asked whether or not he, 
acting for the President of the United States, authorized any of these 
wiretaps. He said definitely not. He said that Dr. Henry Kissinger may 
have made this request but this is speculation on his part. 

He was asked specifically whether or not he had any knowledge 
of Mr. Robert Mardian returning this material to the White House at a 
later date. He said he had no direct knowledge but that he had heard 
from Mr. John Ehrlichman that the material had been returned. He was 
asked specifically if he at any time engaged in checking White House 
summary letters against FBI copies of these letters with Mr. Mardian, 

He said as best he could recall the answer would be "No," he could not 
recall such an instance. He said that if any checking had been done it 
may have been done by his administrative assistant, Mr. Higby. 

Mr. Haldeman was specifically asked if he ever saw the White 
House summary letters again after they had been sent back to the FBI. 

He replied ,f No." 

Mr. Haldeman was asked if he had any reason to believe the 
material had been destroyed to which he replied "No." Although he had 
no direct knowledge, from the information he learned from Mr. Ehrlichman, 
they were still at the White House. 

Mr. Haldeman was asked if he recalls any mention of Daniel 
Ellsberg in the summary reports he reviewed at the White House. 

Mr. Haldeman replied "No.” 


- 2 - 


Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 


( 276 ) 



10.6 H.R. HALDEMAN INTERVIEW J MAY 12, 197 3, FBI 


? * nTr i •> i r,7«i 
Dele of transcription y a. J < i_> 


Harry R. Ilaldcrsan, residence 3402 E Street, Northwest, 
Washington, D. C. , was intjervi s?;ed by Inspector /V 

end Special Agent I& 4a the presence o I Ids attorney, Mr. J. J. 
Wilson, at Mr. Wilson's office, CIS 15th Street, Northwest, 

' Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Kaldeznm was adviced nt the onset cf the interview that 
he v/as being contacted concerning any information he may possess con- 
cerning wiretap JnXcnr.ation which ho received by courier from the FBI 
daring. the period It-SD to 1571. The purpose ox these wiretapswould 
have been to determine any leaks bv White House staff members or 
their employees concerning the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks . 

Mr. Ealdemsn advised that he recalled receiving su mma ry 
letters concerning these wiretaps and that ho received them routinely 
from the FBI. He eaisl he could not recall who the courier was because 
the summary letters would actually go to kia ndminisirsttve assistant, 
Mr. Lawrence M. lli’faj. Ha said at first ho read all the summaries 
which cams into his cilice Lett found them to contain information which, 
really was not cf much interest to him. The contents of the letters old 
not contain any startling information and ho eventually delegated the 
authority to read this material to Mr. Eigby, who would review the 
summary letters and bring to his, Mr. Enid ©man's, attention only those 
matters which Mr. Higby thought would be cf interest. 
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Mr. Haldeman said that as he recalled the summary letters 
r eased to him, but ho knew that tho wiretap 
program bad boon going on for somo tins and originally tho letters 
went to Dr. Leary Kissinger. 

Mr. ITaldemaa said that sometime in the Summer of 1071, tho 
exact date he could net recall, he received a request to gather this 
material he had under his ecnerol so the material could be returned to 
tho FBI. He v;nn specifically asked who made such a request. De said 
that he simply could not now remember who made that request. He eald 
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that he knew the letters wore assembled and sent to the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation. Ids said he could not recall making any inventory of 
thd correspondence prior to its being returned to the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation. lie said he is positive he made no inventory; however, 
this is not to preclude cue possibility ihat Mr. Hijby may have done so, 
although he doubts it. He was specifically ashed whether cr not he, 
acting for the President of the United States, authorised any of these 
wiretaps, lie said definitely not. lie said that Dr. Henry Kissinger may 
have made this request but this is speculation cn Ms part. 


He was asked specifically whether or not he had any knowledge 
of Mr.. Robert Mardian returning tills material to the 'white House at a 
later date. He said he had no direct knowledge but that he had heard 
from. Mr . Joan Fhrlicliman that the material had been returned. lie was 
asked specifically if he at any time engaged in checking White House 
summary letters against FBI copies of these letters with Mr. Mardian. 
He said as best he could recall the answer would be "No, " he could not 
recall such an instance. He said that if any cheeking had teen done it 
may have been clone by his administrative assistant, Mr. Ligby. 


Mr. Hale! eman was specifically asked if he ever saw the White 
House summary letters again after they had been sent back to the FBI. 
He replied 'No. " 


Mr. Kaldeman was asked if he had any reason to believe the 
material had been destroyed to which he replied "No. " Although he had 
no direct knowledge, from the information he learned from Mr. Ehrlichman, 
they were still at the White House. 

Mr. Kaldeman was aske-d if he recalls any mention of Daniel 
Ellsberg in the summary reports he reviewed at the White House. 

Mr. Kaldeman replied "Ho . " 
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11. None of the three White House staff members were ever reported 
by the FBI to have disclosed classified material. The material 

compiled on these staff members as a result of the wiretaps related 
primarily to their personal lives and their politics. 
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11.1 SUMMARIES OF FBI LETTERS REPORTING ON SURVEILLANCE OF THREE 
WHITE HOUSE STAFF MWERS 

MR. E. 

Reports prepared from physical and electronic surveillance of 
Mr. E., a White House aide with no national security functions, were sent 
to John Ehrlichman on July 25, 28 (two), 29 and 31 (two), August 1, 6, 7, 
8, 14, and 25, and September 18, and 22, 1969, and to Attorney General 
John Mitchell on September 8, and 15, 1969. The summaries reported only 
details of the personal and social activities of Mr. E. , and Mr. E. 's 
contacts and attempted contacts with political officials and journalists. 

On September 8, 1969, FBI Director Hoover wrote that since August 
8, 1969, only two communications had been sent to the White House on E. 
"These, however, did not bear directly on the basic purpose of the sur- 
veillance, i.e. t to determine whether [Mr. E.] was passing confidential 
White House information to a representative of the press." On 
September 15, 1969, Hoover told Mitchell that the surveillance of Mr. E. 
required 10 men per day and "consideration should be given to the 
discontinuation of these surveillances at this time." 

None of the s umma ries reported on discussions of classified material. 
Detailed material contained in the summaries has been withheld from 
publication by the House Judiciary Committee to protect the privacy 
of the individuals involved. 
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11.1 SUMMARIES OF FBI LETTERS REPORT IN G ON SURVEILLANCE OF THREE 
WHITE HOUSE STAFF 1§1§ERS 

MR. F. 

Reports were sent to the President on November 6 , 1969 , to 
Henry Kissinger on January 15, 1970 and to H.R. Haldeman on May 21 
and June 23, 1970, with respect to the electronic surveillance of Mr. F., 
a White House aide. In addition, information on Mr. F. was acquired 
from the electronic surveillance of a newsman who communicated with Mr. F. 
Mr. F. was reported only to have discussed various domestic speeches or 
papers dealing with economics, the State of the Union and the political 
philosophy of the Administration. 

None of the summaries reported on discussions of classified 
material. Detailed material contained in the summaries has been with- 
held from publication by the House Judiciary Committee to protect the 
privacy of the individuals involved. 
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11.1 SUMMARIES OF FBI LETTERS REPORTING ON SURVEILLANCE OF THREE 
WHITE HOUSE. STARE mWERS 

HR. J. 

Reports were sent to H.R. Haldeman on December 15, 16, 17, and 
18, 1970 and January 5, 12, 18, and 22, 1971, with respect to the 
electronic surveillance of the residence of Hr. J., a White House 
employee with no national security responsibilities. The summaries on 
Hr. J. dealt only with his personal plans and domestic political assign- 
ments and interests. Several of the summaries report Hr. J.'s dissatis- 
faction with his job and his prospects for other political employment. 
Other summaries reported on the substance of some of Hr. J.'s assign- 
ments at the White House in domestic areas. 

None of the s umma ries reported on discussions of classified 
material . Detailed material contained in the summaries has been with- 
held from publication by the House Judiciary Committee to protect the 
privacy of the individuals involved. 
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Indistinct document retyped by 39 
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Senator Symington. Well, you see. Senator Javits* 
question is extremely pertinent because we would like to know 
why first the tap was put on and secondly, why it was taken 
off so quick, I mean if w T e are going to get the facts. 

You say he went on the White House — 

Mr. Richardson. The reason it was put on was simply 
that papers flowed through his hands. It was not a question 
of the existence of any suspicion. 

Senator Symington. Well, things happened, he resigned, 
he retired. He was . not discharged. 

Mr. Richardson. That is true. 

Senator Symington. And I would like to leave it right 

there. 

Now, you say that you returned the record from Mr. 
Ehrlichman and Mr. Ehrlichman, how do you know he has not 
got these tapes, these tapes. It is very easy to copy a tape. 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. Well, the records are fairly voluminous. 
Senator, and what I think Mr. Ehrlichman did simply — Mr. 
Ehrlichman simply held the taps as custodian from the White 
House after they were transferred from the FBI to the White 
House . 

Senator Symington. My next to the last question would 
' be have you taken any action against anybody as a result of 
information that you received on these tapes? 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. The FBI has taken, no action at all. 
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Senator Symington. No, I meant — we talk about raw 
files, and again, if I may quote my colleague from New York, 
they may be raw to us but they are not raw to you, and you 
know the facts, and we don’t. My question would be based 
on the information that was in the tapes has any action been 
taken with respect to anybody who was tapped? 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. I think Dr. Kissinger would be the 
best witness to that. Senator, because the purpose of the 
taps themselves was to discover whether any of these indi- 
viduals was the source of leaks and there could be no way 
you could tell from that information just exactly how it could 
be put together with other information that could lead to 
that conclusion. 


Mr. Richardson. The other corollary of what Mr. 

• Ruckelshaus has said is there is nothing in the report we 
have been discussing in itself establishes that either an 
individual was the source of leaked information or that any 
*| action was taken with regard to him as a consequence of the 
taps. 


Senator Symington. Would you file for the record, Mr. 
Attorney General, those people in the government who have 
seen the raw files in this particular case and also file for 
the record the names of anybody outside the government who 
has a copy of the FBI report? 

Mr. Richardson. I certainly can’t do the latter because 
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William D. Ruckelshaus, Acting Director, FBI, Press Conference, May 14, 

1973, 2:00 P.M. 

Mr. Conmy. Good afternoon. This is an on the record nows conference with 
William D. Ruckelshaus, Acting Director of the FBI. Mr. Ruckelshaus has a 
brief statement, after which he’ll be pleased to respond to any questions. There 
are hand microphones on the sides of the room may I suggest it will be easier for 
all of us to hear if you use those when you do ask your questions. There is a 
background paper on wiretapping that's available to you. You may use it- as you 
see fit. There is also a text of Mr. Ruckelshaus* statement and a full transcript of 
the entire news conference will be available, hopefully, later today. 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. Gentlemen, I ; d like to read this statement, in its entirety 
so that we have this problem in context before your questions. 

Shortly after assuming this job, my attention was drawn to several newspaper 
and periodical accounts of electronic surveillances, better known as wiretaps, 
having been placed on telephones of government employees and newsmen in an 
effort to stem the leaks of information related to highly sensitive foreign policy 
issues. Upon inquiry, I was informed by FBI employees that these surveillances 
had been performed and that the records relating to- them were missing from the 
FBI hies. Also the question had been raised in the Ellsberg trial whether informa- 
tion from these alleged taps had been used by the prosecution in any way and thus 
tainted the evidence. 

As a result of this information, I immediately ordered an investigation into the 
facts surrounding the taps and the missing records. The investigation was started 
Friday, May 4, 1973, and was conducted under my personal supervision by 
highly skilled FBI personnel at Headquarters. Forty-two separate interviews 
were conducted, all by Headquarters personnel, and included travel to Phoenix, 
Arizona; Tampa, Florida; Savannah, Georgia; New YY>rk City; and Stamford, 
Connecticut, 

The investigation revealed that from May, 1969, to Februapq I97i f based on 
consultations between the Director of the FBI and the White House, certain 
wiretaps were instituted in an effort to pinpoint responsibility for leaks of highly 
sensitive and classified information which, in the opinion of those charged with 
conducting our foreign policy, were compromising the Nation's effectiveness in 
negotiations and other dealings with foreign powers. 

There was a total of 17 wiretaps placed for this purpose. Four were placed on 
newsmen as the potential recipients of leaks and thirteen on government employees 
as the potential sources. The taps were on for varying lengths of time during the 
period in question; tw'o for as little as 30 days and one for as long as 21 months. 

These requests were handled in the same way as other requests involving 
national security for a number of years and in prior Administrations. W'hen a 
government agency or the White House requests surveillance the request is studied 
by the senior officials of the FBI, and if the Director approves, authority is then 
requested from the Attorney General. If he approves, as w*as done in this case, the 
surveillance commences, summaries are prepared from the logs, which are trans- 
mitted to the interested agency, or as in this case, the White House. 

Because of the sensitivity of these particular surveillances, the records were 
very closely held; first in the Director's Office and then on the Director's orders 
under the custody of Mr. W. C. Sullivan w*ho w r as an Assistant to the Director. 

The investigation indicates that sometime in the summer of 1971, after the 
taps were all taken off, Mr. Sullivan contacted Mr. Robert Mardian, who was then 
Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Internal Security Division, and 
informed him of the nature of these records and recommended that they be trans- 
ferred to The White House. According to Mr. Mardian, the recommendation w r as 
made on the claim by Mr. Sullivan that Mr. Hoover might use the records in 
some manner against the Attorney General or the President. Mr. Sullivan does not 
affirm Mr. Mardian’s claim. There is certainly no proof that Mr. Hoover had 
such intention but the charge had its desired effect. According to Mr. Mardian, he 
informed Mr. Mitchell, who in turn Informed The White House. The records were 
taken from the files by Mr. Sullivan, w*ho ordered them given to Mr. Mardian, who 
delivered them to The White House. 

When the FBI discovered the records were missing upon Mr. Sullivan's retire- 
ment in the fall of 1971, it commenced an inquiry w hich ended w*hen Mr. Hoover 
v was informed by Mr. Mitchell that the records had been destroyed. It should be 
noted that Mr. Mitchell has denied making such a statement to Mr. Hoover. 
This conflict cannot be resolved because of Mr. Hoover's death. Mr. Mitchell, 
however, confirmed that the records were moved to The White Plouse. 
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In any event, the FBI accepted the premise chat the records had been destroved, 
and when I assumed my present position, I had no reason to believe that the 
records were still intact. It was not until last Thursday night that our investiga- 
tion revealed, during an interview with Mr. Mardian in Phoenix, that the records 
probably still existed and might be in The White House. 

The next day the records were located in The White House, having been hied 
in a safe in Mr. Ehrliehman's outer office. 

Unfortunately, the records were not located in time to respond to Judge Byrne’s 
inquiries about the potential taint of evidence in the Ellsberg trial. The inter- 
ception of Elisberg’s conversations all occurred when he was either a guest of 
Morton Hatperin, National Security Council, or conversing with him. Ir was one 
of those conversations of Mr. Ellsberg which I had informed the Judge on Wednes- 
day, May 9, 1973, had been remembered by one of our employees who had 
monitored the tape. Of course, whether the location of the records would have 
had any affect on the Judge’s decision is not for me to say. 

On Saturday an FBI Agent and I went to The White House, identified and 
retrieved the records and they now rest in the FBI files. 

The investigation was conducted with skill, speed and effectiveness by the 
FBI and resulted in the full retrieval of the records. I believe it is in the public 
interest to reveal these facts so that this story can be put in proper perspective. 

Now I have two more points that I want to make, gentlemen. One is that I 
recognize how very emotionai the question of wiretaps is in our society, and I 
asked at the time this investigation started that a history of the use of electronic 
surveillances or wiretaps in the FBI or by the FBI be” prepared. The handout 
that you now have or is available is the result of that inquiry. I felt that the 
history was informative and good enough that it warranted being handed out at 
this press conference so that again these taps can be placed in that historical 
perspective. Secondly, since I am sure it will be one of the first questions, I want to 
touch on the reasons why I have not revealed the names of the 17 people who 
were placed under electronic surveillance during the course of this effort to stem 
the leaks. At first I felt it was probably a good thing to reveal these names in the 
interest of openness and letting the public know precisely what happened. And 
upon reflection I concluded that the potential harm to be done by the release of 

C these names outweighed the good that could result in the openness of revealing 
them. The potential harm is clear to the employees of the Government in that 
their positions in the Government since they were at least once under suspicion 
and most, if not all of them, have since been exonerated, might be jeopardized. 
It's Less clear as to the newsmen as to why the names would not be released, but 
again, upon reflection and a certain degree of agonizing I concluded that the 
potential was still there for some harm to be done by revealing iheir names to 
the public. And I was finally persuaded by the realization that if I made a mistake 
in releasing the names there was nothing I could do about it, but if I make a 
mistake in not releasing them I can always rectify that mistake by doing so later. 
So in response to any of your questions as to what these names are, or who is 
involved, my answer will be the same and that is that I will neither confirm nor 
deny that any of the names that you request are the subjects of this surveillance. 
I'll now attempt to answer your questions. 

LEAKS RESULTING IN SUBMISSION OF PARTICULAR NAME 

The Chairman. Could you indicate what leaks, for example, 
occurred that resulted in the submission of a particular name? Does 
this occur in the summary? 

Mr. Richardson. No, it does not. The summary only contains 
the sort of general background that was described by Mr. Ruckelshaus 
in his May 14 statement and later by the President in his May 22 
statement. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL'S REQUESTS FOR TAPS 

The Chairman. Does the summary indicate whether or not the 
Attorney General requested any names to be tapped? 

Mr. Richardson. There are two instances — I want Bill to hear 
this — the chairman’s question was does the summary indicate any 
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SUBJECT: SENSITIVE COVERAGE PLACED AT THE 
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Pursuant to instructions of the Acting Director, I 
met him at 11:00 AM on 5/12/73 in the office of Mr. Leonard 
Garment at room 123 of the Executive Office Buildiag. We 
met ?lr. Fred Buzhardt who took us to a room with a vault and 
turned over to us two sealed boxes which we determined to be 
official records of the FBI which had been in the protective 
custody of former Assistant ;to the Director William C* Sullivan 
prior to his retirement in October, 1971. 
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Mr. Buzhardt said that the records should be examined 
and that a receipt describing them should be prepared and signed 
by*rae before they were removed from the vault . I then proceeded 
to examine the records and make an inventory in the form of a 
receipt. Ttoch box wa.«? SnvpntrvrSpri sftpp.ratftly and a ennv nf the 
receipt prepared by me is attached for information. 

I finished the inventory at about 2:30 PM and Mr. Garment 
then looked over the inventory receipt and I signed out of the 
vault with the two boxes of records at 2:45 PM. A Secret Service 
Agent who had remained in the vault area while the records were 
being inventoried drove Hie to the Federal Triangle Building where 
the Intelligence Division is located. The records are presently 
being maintained under secure conditions in your office. 


The two boxes contain the original logs of intercepts of V 
the various electronic surveillances operated; the original, signed 
letters to the Attorney General, each signed by him, requesting 
authorization to install the electronic surveillances; Original 
letters to President Nixon, Dr. Kissinger, Mr . Haldeman, and Mr. 

Ehr 11 clunan reporting on the results of the electronic surveillances 
the FBI yellow file copies on the above-mentioned letters; copies 
of letters to the Attorney General advising of discontinuances of 
the electronic surveillances; cover memoranda relating to letters 
to the Attorney General. The President, Dr. Kissinger, Mr. K&lcerz: 


•*.and Mr. Ehrlichir.an; miscellaneous other correspondence-, including 
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11.4 T.J. SMITH MEMORANDUM, MAY 1Z 3 197Z 3 1 , 7 

Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 


n. 


In a preliminary review of the various summaries furnished 
to the White House, nothing was found which would indicate that 
a violation of Federal law was determined from the electronic 
surveillance coverage, nor was there any specific instance of 
information being leaked in a surreptitious manner to unauthorized. 

- 7 - 


Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 
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In a preliminary review of the vnvicvs sumarics furtiie 
to the T.’hitc House, nothing was found which would indicate th 
a violation of Federal lav; was determined from the electronic 
surveillance coverorrc . n'*r *■’■■7 ■ : ci _ : o 
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12. Three government employees were tapped in connection with the 
May 1970 leak of the Cambodian bombing. Two held posts in the State 
Department at the Ambassadorial level; the third was a high military 
aide to the Secretary of Defense. All three were tapped at the order 
of Colonel Haig, who represented that the order for these wiretaps 
came from the President. 
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12.1 J. EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDUM, MAY 12. 3 1969 



J; 1 U'P 

V>' 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
FED E UAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 2053? 

May 12, 1969 


MEMORANDUM for the attorney general 

RE: COLONEL ALEXANDER M. HAIG 

TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE REQUEST 


On May 10, 1969, Colonel Alexander M. Haig, who is 
assigned to Dr. Henry A. Kissinger’s staff, came to ;his Bureau 
to advise that a request was being made on the highe t authority 
which involves a matter of most grave and serious consequence to 
our national security. He stressed that it is so sensitive it demands 
handling on a noed-to-know basis, with nc record maintained. He 
requested that telephone surveillance be placed on the following 
individuals to determine if a serious security problem exists: 

o ; y ; & ; 

and . . 


O is aged and is Department of State employee 

who be«™ on detail to the National Security Council since 

. He was -assigned to the Paris peace conference 

between and , . Applicant-type investigation by 

this Bureau indicated, while in Paris, he reportedly leaked informa-® 
.on to newspaper concerning happenings at the peace conference. 

This apparently was at the beginning of his assignment, and after 
being warned ho discontinued his reported leaks. 

H , aged , was detailed from the Department of 

Defense to the National Security Council as a senior staff member 

on , . He was the subject of an applicant-type 

investigation by this Bureau. While admittedly he has ‘had contact 
with Soviet nationals the investigation did not disclose at that time 
any pertinent derogatory information. 

The files of this Bureau contain no identifiable informa- 
tion concerning <3- 


s , — - . - s was detailed to the National 

Security Council on , , from the Department of State, 

where he had boon employed in various administrative capacities 

since . An applicant-type investigation disclosed that 

during mid 1950’s and early 1960’s he was suspected of 

TOP SECRET 
Group 1 

Excluded from automatic 
downgrading and 
declassification 


NOTE: AT TEE REQUEST OF TEE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, TEE CHAIRMAN AND 

RANKING MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERTAIN MATERIAL BE DELETED 
PRIOR TO PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE COMMITTEE ON THE 
JUDICIARY . DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN 
REPLACED BY LETTER DESIGNATION . 
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12.1 J. EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDUM, MAY 12 ^ 1969 

TOP SECRET 

Memorandum for the’ Attorney General 
RE: COLONEL ALEXANDER M. KAIG 


leaking classified information to unauthorized sources. 
Thorough investigations were conducted by Department of 
State; however, no information was developed indicating he 
was . responsible for leaks. 


Colonel Haig is Military Assistant to the Assistant 
to the President for national security affairs. He was the subject 
of an applicant- type investigation and no derogatory information 
was developed concerning him. 


This Bureau is in a position to conduct the necessary 
telephone surveillances requested by Colonel Haig*, 

Respectfully,* 

^ \ ( \ 'w 

Jtmn Edgar Hoover 
^ Director 


APPROVED 

DATE 



y ' jr/f ^ / (o 9 


35-966 O - 74 - pt. 1 - 20 
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v , . Ihl. y.c. Sullivan memorandum^ may 3. 1970 

. UNITED oi'.-.Tt.S UOVfcK.VMENT - 

Memorandum ROUTE' IN EbWELO^M^ 


TO : 

HR. DE LOACH 

DATli: 5/3/70 




FROM : 

MR. W. C. SULLIVAN 

DO NOT FILE 

SUBJECT: 

BRIGADIER GENERAL ALEXANDER M. 

HAIG V. 


Csani . 

r»i* 

RsiUT' 


SulliYA 

7cv*l — 

Ssysts — - - 
Tel». Fooa 

Ccniy 


REQUEST FOR TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE 

At 8:30 p.m., 5/2/70, General Haig, in Dr* Henry A. 

Kissingers office, contacted Liaison Supervisor 

and advised that the President had called him concerning a- serious 

1 security violation involving a leak by Q bf . 

____ ^(concerning the Cambodian situation N According to 

Haig, this leak has been f, nailed down to a couple of people," and 
he requested on behalf of the President that telephone surveillances 
be placed as soon as possible on[~ & b 


'L % 


Haig stated he would like 
{"these surveillances on the individuals* homes and offices; that 
me fully realizes the uiflicuity in covering office phones in 

-State, Defense, and N a ^d knows that this 

|night not be feasible. 




General Haig was advised that we would check with the 
J Attorney General for clearance. He stated he understood that 
I this was necessary and that he would contact the Attorney General 
(and advise them of the situation. 


ACTION: 

Attached are four* separate memoranda for the 
Attorney General requesting authority to institute telephone 



WTe: at the TMquest of the. WpartMnt. of 7 usTWE 7 ^SW~CHnWm and ranking 

MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERTAIN MATERIAL BE DELETED PRIOR TO 
PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. 
DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER 

DESIGNATION. 
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12,3 J. EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDA , MAY 4, 1970 

r-~.r- •.> i. - 
j. si ■„ ». 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


WASHINGTON, D.C. 20S3S 


May 4, 1970 


MEMORANDUM FOR TEE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
RE: H 

COUNSELOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE REQUEST 


On the evening of May 2, 1970, Brigadier General 
Alexander M* Haig, of the National Security Council Staff, 
advised that a serious security leak had occurred 
concerning United States involvement in Cambodia. 

He requested that as soon as possible a telephone 
surveillance be instituted, if feasible, on the residence 
and office of it 


4^. 4 

LOUUUE LOU 


cu ufcfLertnine xi 
it is feasible to install a telephone surveillance -on him. 

it is determined to be feasible and you approve, this 
installation will be placed by this Bureau. 


Respectfully, 


* 




>• O 


ohn Edgar Hoover 
Director 



Group 1 

Excluded from automatic 
dovmgrading and 
declassification 


NOTE : AT THE REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,. THE CHAIRMAN. AND RANKING 

MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERTAIN MATERIAL BE DELETED PRIOR TO 
PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY . 
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DESIGNATION . 


( 295 ) 




12.3 J. EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDA MAY 4 % 1970 


vSX 


:'>W 


UNiTKO STATUS uj»’ JUSTICE 

FHD1SK AL U U 1C K A U OF 1 N V Ujv|’ IGATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C, 


May 4, 1970 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY (IKNERAL 
RE: 

MILITARY ASSISTANT TO THIS 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE REQUEST 


On the evening of May 2, 1070, Brigadier General 
Alexander H. Haig, of the National Mnourfty Council 
Staff, advised that a serious security leak had occurred 
concerning United States involvement in Cambodia, 

He requested that as soon as possibla telephone 
surveillance be instituted, if _ feat* li»i 0 , on the 
residence and office of 


i 

i ! 


A survey is being conducted to determine if 
it— is feasible to -install a-t-elephoijo surveillance on bin. 
If it is determined to be feasible aiul you approve, 
this installation will be placed by mis Bureau, 

Respectfully , 


\Ahn Edgar Uoovor 
Director 



Group 1 

Excluded from automatic 
downgrading and 
declassification 

NOW- AT THE REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMM OF JUSTICE, HHE CHAIRMAN AND RANKING 
MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED TEAT CERTAIN MATERIAL. BE DELETED PRIOR TO 
PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE COMMITTEE. ON. THE JUDICIARY. 
D EL ETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER' 

DESIGNATION. 
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ljLZ J. EDGAR HOOVER MEMORANDA , MAY 4, 1970 
l: ) i 1 ,!.} o ' . i t . .. » 1 i /i ■ ^ : M iji 1 * L > s i Ji.icr i 

FGDEUAL UliKEAU OF INVESTIGATION 
WASUINCTON. D.C. Z0SJ5 

May 4, 1970 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

RE: A. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE REQUEST 


On the evening of May 2, 1970, Brigadier General 
Alexander M. Haig, of the National Security Council Staff, 
advised that a serious security leak had occurred con- 
cerning United States involvement in Cambodia. He requested 
that as soon as possible a telephone surveillance be 
instituted, if feasible, on the residence and office of 

A- 


A survey is being conducted to determine if 
-it is -feasible to install u telephone surveillance on 
him.. If it is determined to be feasible and you approve, 
this installation will be placed by this Bureau.- 

Respectfully, 

Oy cA u u V-C'O 

\Jjohn Edgar Hoover 
Director 


Approved : 
Date : 



TOP SECRET 
Group 1 

Excluded from automatic 
downgrading and 
declassification 


NOTE: AT THE REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT 0 

MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERT. 
PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO TE1 
DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED INDIVI 

DESIGNATION. 
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12.4 MELVIN LAIRD NEWS CONFERENCE, JANUARY 29. 1974. 15-17 

- 15 - 

MR. LAIRD: Well, as far as the Italian 

Company is concerned in the service of the Sixth 
Fleet, I would rather not get into that, particular 
subject because I will not make a categorical statement 
that there was no oil from the Italian companies that 
flowed to the Sixth Fleet, and I don't want to get into 
that. I don't want to get into the question of leakage 
of the embargo and there is no sense — the more 
leakage we have the better off we are, but why talk 
about it? 


But there was some leakage. 

Q Aren't you pretty indignant about the 
Arabs giving this kind of orders? 

MR. LAIRD: I ajn certainly very much against 

the embargo. 

(Laughter) 

But I don't think the embargo by itself 
is as important in the long-term as the question of 
price . 


Lq Mr. Laird, do you think that your 
telephone was wiretapped, and if so, what is your 
reaction to that? 

MR. LAIRD: Well, I know my telephone was 

not tapped, at least the National Security Agency 
reported to me, and I had^them check my phones regularly 
and if those reports were not correct, then they have 
got pretty bad equipment. I think that the confusion 
that you speak of comes from a wiretap that was announced 
on my military assistant and there are some conversations 
— because I would talk to him probably several times at 
night -- there perhaps are some conversations that came 
through that tap to which some people looking at various 
material may be misled that there was a tap on my phone. 

Q Why was that put on, and who did that? 

MR. LAIRD: I don't know. I was very 

/** " r;v. „•* 
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disappointed by it. 


Q Who did it? 


MR. LAIRD: The FBI. 


Q Why? And what is his name? 

MR. LAIRD: He is one of the most brilliant 

officers'. I think he is probably the most brilliant 
military officer that I have ever come into contact 
with,, and I have come in contact with many of them. 

Q Let's have his name for the record. 

MR. LAIRD: It is General Robert Pursley 

who served as my military assistant. He was a very 
fine military officer, and I have complete and total 
confidence in him, and I was disappointed, but I am 
not going to get into it. 

Q Who ordered it? 

MR. LAIRD: The FBI. 


Q Somebody ordered the FBI, didn't they? 

Dr. Kissinger? 

MR. LAIRD: No, Dr. Kissinger has assure d 

me that he did not order it. H e gave them a list of 
people that had informatio n aHfljifc the - Htp.p of th e 
C ambodian bombing story appeardd by Bill Beache r. Now 
this is when this sort of took place. I would only 
say that I had felt that the Caimbodian bombing story 
would sooner or later surface anyway. As a matter of 
fact, in 1967 and 1968 I advocated hitting the sanctuaries 
when I was a member of the Defense Appropriations Committee. 
They were flying the flag of the North Vietnamese. They 
were occupied territories of the North Vietnamese. They 
were being used to kill Americans . And I advocated, when 
I became Secretary of Defense, hitting those sanctuaries . 

It was not for military reasons that those strik es were 
kept secret. It was for diplomatic reasons. And the 
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Defense Department, and I as Secretary of Defense, felt 
that we could support the bombing in the sanctuary 
areas and get great support in the Congress for it at 
the time, and I had no problem with that at all. Now 
the fact that the story came out, written by Bill 
Beacher, just as a matter — I noticed Arthur Schleisinger 
in his book said that I somehow or other had not told 
the truth about this because of some State Department 
statement that was made that the State Department had 
no record that there was a diplomatic reason for not 
talking about this. Well, I called Secretary Rogers 
the day after the State Department briefer — and that 
was this last year — inade that statement, and you will! 
note that the State Department briefer changed his 
position the next morning, because the diplomatic 
reasons for handling the bombings in the sanctuaries 
the way it was handled came from the advice which the 
President received from his National Security Adviser 
and from the Secretary of State. There was no military 
reason. 


Nov; the Beacher story was written on the 
basis of a story that appeared in the London Times 
some 48 hours before he wrote. A correspondent had 
flown over the border and he saw certain craters 
in Cambodia and the London Times came out with this 
particular story. Bill Beacher, being an enterprising 
young reporter, went out and started checking this out 
and he couldn't get denials because I wouldn't deny it. 


v> The America# people now have an image 
of the Pentagon spying on the White House, and the 
White House spying on the Pentagon. Now this was 
during your era and hayday during the Pentagon. What 
do you think led to all of this? Was there a breakdown 
in communication, and was this a serious flaw? 

£1R . LAIRD: No, I don't think there was a 

breakdown in communications. Certainly as far as I 
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None of the three government employees tapped in connection with 
the Cambodian bombing story was ever reported by the FBI to have dis- 
closed classified material. 

Page 
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13.1 SUMMARIES OF FBI LETTERS REPORTING ON SURVEILLANCE 
OF THREE GOVERMENT EWLOYEES 

MR. A. 

Reports were sent to the President on May 11, 1970, and to 
H.R. Haldeman on May 18, 1970, with respect to surveillance of Mr. A. 
a State Department employee on the ambassadorial level. One of the 
summaries reported a contact with a former official in a prior admin- 
istration inquiring as to Mr. A's position on the Cambodia situation 
and advising Mr. A. of a meeting of individuals opposing the present 
Administration's policy. The summary sent to Haldeman apparently re- 
flected physical surveillance of this meeting discussed in the pre- 
vious report and identified a number of those in attendance. 

Following a conversation between Haldeman and J . Edgar Hoover , 
a second report to Haldeman on May 18, 1970, provided more information 
about the presence of one of the participants at the meeting. 

None of the summaries reported on discussions of classified 
material. Detailed material contained in the summaries has been with- 
held from publication by the House Judiciary Committee to protect 
the privacy of the individuals involved. 
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13.1 SUMMARIES OF FBI LETTERS REPORTING ON SURVEILLANCE 
OF THREE GOVmmNT EWLOYEES_ 

MR. G. 

Summaries of electronic surveillance on Mr. G., a Defense 
Department employee were sent on May 18, June 25, August 13, 

September 22, October 23 and October 29, 1970. Summaries reported 

Mr. G. 's dissatisfaction with his job and its emotional effect upon him 
There were reports of Mr. G. f s contacts with political figures in 
prior administrations about the general conduct of the Vietnam war. 

None of the su mm aries reported on discussions of classified 
material. Detailed material contained in the summaries has been with- 
held from publication by the House Judiciary Committee to protect the 
privacy of the individuals involved. 



13.1 SUMMARIES OF FBI LETTERS REPORTING ON SURVEILLANCE 
OF THREE GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


MR. H. 


None of the summaries furnished to the House Judiciary Committee 
contained references to information obtained by the electronic surveillance 
of Mr. H. , a State Department employee on the ambassadorial level. 


( 304 ) 




13.2 HENRY KISSINGER TESTIMONY, SEPTEMBER 17, 1973, SFRC EXECUTIVE 
SESSION, 325 


325 

Mr. Kissinger. [Deleted.] The origin of this particular program 
was a meeting in the President's office which I have described to you, 
and in which the President ordered the use of wiretaps, and in which 
my contribution was to describe leaks that had occurred. I would sum 
up the problem at the time as follows— and I had asked myself this 
question very much: Did I have any reason to suppose that the 
Government was doing anything wrong? And second, was I, in exe- 
cuting orders that I thought were legal, doing anything that was 
wrong or illegal? 

I can say that the idea that this was not common practice or that 
this was in any sense illegal, simpty never crossed my mind. I believed, 
when the Director of the FBI said this had been common practice in 
every previous administration, that it was a distasteful program that 
was being reinstituted in this administration. I do not from my own 
knowledge know that this program was carried out in previous ad- 
ministrations. 

I have been told since, again by many people who should know, 
that it was carried out in previous administrations. 

r As to my own role, I think, what you have seen will support that I 
confined my participation scrupulously to individuals who had had 
access to the information, and that nobody was penalized as a result 
of this. On the contrary, many of the people who were part of the pro- 

L gram became my closest associates, and others who had been part of 
this program had been kept on my staff against very strong opposition 
from many quarters. [Deleted.] 

And after this one program I did not participate in any other 
internal security program of the administration so none of these 
memorandums to which Senator Symington referred to this morning, 
the Huston program, the Plumber program, or whatever else was done, 
or the approach to Mr. Helms in the Watergate episode, was conducted 
with any knowledge of iny office or of me personally. I think this is 
what the committee should keep in mind when it assesses the degree 
of my own propensity to use such tactics. 

Senator Muskie. When the experience of previous administrations 
was described, was it described as being used to uncover leaks? 

Mr. Kissinger. It was described as having been used to uncover 
leaks and to protect national security information. But I might have 
been remiss in not inquiring further into it. 

Senator Muskie. I am not making that judgment necessarily. 

Mr. Kissinger. That is how it was described to me. 

Senator Muskie. You see, I make a distinction between national 
security as a justification, and leaks. To close leaks and sources of 
leaks would require a surveillance effort that could be as wide as the 
2% million civil servants of this Government. If the closing of leaks 
is a sufficient justification, there is no limit. I gather, of course, from 
your testimony that there were limits to this in actual fact. But if you 
establish it as a principle, then the principle is prettv hard to contain. 
[Deleted.! 

BASIS FOR INITIATING WIRETAPS 

Senator Muskie. Now with respect to each wiretap initiated as a 
result of the name that you provided, was that related to a specific 
leak of specific information? I know you couldn't recall. But was it 
your impression that it was a specific leak of specific information or 
a fishing expedition? 
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13.3 WILLIAM RUCKELSHAUS AND ELLIOT RICHARDSON TESTIMONY, SEPTEMBER 10, 
1973, SFRC EXECUTIVE SESSION . 39-40 


Indistinct document retyped by 39 

House Judiciary Committee staff 

Senator Symington. Well, you see. Senator Javits* 
question is extremely pertinent because we would like to know 
why first the tap was put on and secondly, why it was taken 
off so quick, I mean if we are going to get the facts. 

You say he went on the White House — * 

Mr. Richardson. The reason it was put on was simply 
that papers flowed through his hands. It was not a question 
of the existence of any suspicion. 

Senator Symington. Well, things happened, he resigned, 
he retired. He was not discharged. 

Mr. Richardson. That is true. 

Senator Symington. And I would like to leave it right 

there. 

Now, you say that you returned the record from Mr. 
Ehrlichman and Mr. Ehrlichman, how do you know he has not 
got these tapes, these tapes. It is very easy to copy a tape. 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. Well, the records are fairly voluminous, 
Senator, and what I think Mr. Ehrlichman did simply — Mr. 
Ehrlichman simply held the taps as custodian from the White 
House after they were transferred from the FBI to the White 
House. 

Senator Symington. My next to the last question would 
be have you taken any action against anybody as a result of 
information that you received on these tapes? 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. The FBI has taken no action at all. 


Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 
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13. 3 WILLIAM RUCKELSHAUS AND ELLIOT RICHARDSON TESTIMONY , SEPTEMBER 10, 
1973 , SFRC EXECUTIVE SESSION , 39-40 

Indistinct document retyped by 40 

House Judiciary Committee staff 

Senator Symington. No, I meant — we talk about raw 
files, and again, if I may quote my colleague from New York, 
they may be raw to us but they are not raw to you, and you 
know the facts, and we don't. My question would be based 
on the information that was in the tapes has any action been 
taken with respect to anybody who was tapped? 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. I think Dr. Kissinger would be the 
best witness to that. Senator, because the purpose of the 
taps themselves was to discover whether any of these indi- 
viduals was the source of leaks and there could be no way 
you could tell from that information just exactly how it could 
be put together with other information that could lead to 
that conclusion. 

Mr. Richardson. The other corollary of what Mr. 

Ruckelshaus has said is there is nothing in the report we 
have been discussing in itself establishes that either an 
individual was the source of leaked information or that any 
‘ j action was taken with regard to him as a consequence of the 
taps. 

Senator Symington. Would you file for the record, Mr. 

Attorney General, those people in the government who have 
seen the raw files in this particular case and also file for 
the record the names of anybody outside the government who 
has a copy of the FBI report? 

Mr. Richardson. I certainly can't do the latter because 

Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 
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13.4 WILLIAM RUCKELSHAUS NEWS CONFERENCE, MAY 14, 1973, SFRC EXECUTIVE 
SESSION, 272-73 

272 


William D. Rccicelsuacs, Acting Director, FBI, Press Cox?ekf.ncf., AI.vt 14, 

1973, 2:00 P. M- 

Mr. Cox my. Good afternoon. This is an on the record new.-* conference with 
William D. Ruekelshaus, Acting Director of the FBI. Mr. Kuckelshaus has a 
brief statement, after which he’ll be pleased to respond to any questions. There 
are hand microphones on the sides of the room may I suggest it will be easier for 
all of us to hear if you use those when you do ask your questions. There is a 
background paper on wiretapping that's available to you. You may use it as you 
see fit. There is also a text of Mr. RuckeLshaus' statement and a full transcript of 
the entire news conference will be available, hopefully, ilater today. 

Mr. RrcKELSHAUs. Gentlemen, Pd like to read this statement, in its entirety 
so that we have this problem in context before your questions. 

Shortly after assuming this job, ray attention was drawn to several newspaper 
and periodical accounts of electronic surveillances, better known as wiretaps, 
having been placed on telephones of government employees and newsmen in an 
effort to stem the leaks of information related to highly sensitive foreign policy 
issues. Upon inquiry, I was informed by FBI employees that these surveillances 
had been performed and that the records relating to them were missing from the 
FBI dies. Also the question had been raised in the Ellsberg trial whether informa- 
tion from these alleged taps had been used by the prosecution in any way and thus 
tainted the evidence. 

As a result of thi3 information, I immediately ordered an investigation into the 
facts surrounding the taps and the missing records. The investigation was started 
Friday, May 4, 1973, and was conducted under my personal supervision by 
highly skilled FBI personnel at Headquarters. Forty-two separate interviews 
were conducted, all by Headquarters personnel, and included travel to Phoenix, 
Arizona; Tampa, Florida; Savannah/ Georgia.; New York City; and Stamford, 
Connecticut, 

The investigation revealed that from May, 1969, to Februai^, 1971, based oa 
consultations between the Director of the FBI and the White House, certain 
wiretaps were instituted in an effort to pinpoint responsibility for leaks of highly 
sensitive and classified information which, in the opinion of those charged with 
conducting our foreign policy, were compromising the Nation's effectiveness in 
negotiations and other dealings with foreign powers. 

There was a total of 17 wiretaps placed for this purpose. Four were placed on 
newsmen as the potential recipients of leaks and thirteen on government employees 
as the potential sources. The taps were on for varying lengths of time during the 
period in question; two for as little as 30 days and one for as long as 21 months. 

These requests were handled in the same way as other requests involving 
national security for a number of 3 'ears and in prior Administrations. When a 
government agency or the White House requests surveillance the request is studied 
by the senior officials of the FBI, and if the Director approves, authority is then 
requested from the Attorney General. If he approves, as was done in this case, the 
surveillance commences, summaries are prepared from the logs, which are trans- 
mitted to the interested agency, or as in this case, the White House. 

Because of the sensitivity of these particular surveillances, the records were 
very closely held; first in the Director’s Office and then on the Director's orders 
under the custody of Air. W. C. Sullivan who was an .Assistant to the Director. 

The investigation indicates that sometime in the summer of 1971, after the 
taps were all taken off, Mr. Sullivan con t acred Air. Robert Alardian, who wa3 then 
Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Internal Security Division, and 
informed him of the nature of these records and recommended that they be trans- 
ferred to The White House. According to Air. Alardian, the recommendation wa3 
made on the claim by Air. Sullivan that Air. Hoover might use the records in 
some manner against the Attorney General or the President. Air. Sullivan does not 
affirm Air. Alardiao’s claim. There is certainly no proof that Air. Hoover had 
such intention but the charge had its desired effect. According to Mr. Alardian, he 
informed Air. Mitchell, who in turn informed The White House. The records were 
taken from the files by Air. Sullivan, who ordered them given to Air. Alardian, who 
delivered them to The White House. 

When the FBI discovered the records were missing upon Air. Sullivan's retire- 
ment in the fall of 1971, it commenced an inquiry which ended when Air. Hoover 
was infprmed by Mr. Mitchell that the records had been destroyed. It should be 
noted that Mr. Alitcheli has denied making such a statement to Air. Hoover. 
This coaflict cannot be resolved because of Mr. Hoover's death. Air. Alitcheli, 
however, confirmed that the records were moved to The White House. 
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In Liny event, the FBI accepted the proem* chat the records harl been destroyed, 
and when I assumed my present position, I had no reason to believe that the 
records wore still intact. It was not until Iasi Thursday night that our investiga- 
tion revealed, during an interview with Mr. Mardiaa in Fhoenis, chat the records 
probably still existed and might be ia The YVhue House. 

The next day the records were located in ihe White House, having been tiled 
in :i safe ia Mr. Ehrliehman'a outer office. 

Unfortunately, the records were not located la time to respond to Judge 3vrne*s 
inquiries about the potential taint of evidence ia the Ellsberg trial. The inter- 
ception of EHsberg's conversations all occurred when he was either a guest of 
Morton Halperin, National Security Council, or conversing with him. Ic was one 
of those conversations of Mr. Ells berg which I had informed the Judge on \\ ednes- 
day, May 9, 1973, had been remembered by one of our employees who had 
monitored the tape. Of course, whether the location of the recurds would have 
had any affect oa the Judge's decision is not for me to say. 

On Saturday an FBI Agent and I went to The White House, identified and 
retrieved the records and they now rest in the FBI hies. 

The investigation was conducted with skill, speed and effectiveness by the 
FBI and resulted in the full retrieval of the records. I believe it is in the public 
interest to reveal these facts so that this story can be put in proper perspective. 

Now I have two more points that I want to make, gentlemen. One is that I 
recognize how very emotional the question of wiretaps is in our society, and I 
asked at the time this investigation started that a history of the use of electronic 
surveillances or wiretaps in the FBI or by the FBI be prepared. The handout 
that you now have or is available is the result of that inquiry. I felt that the 
history* was informative and good enough that it warranted being handed out at 
this press conference so that again these taps can be placed in that historical 
perspective. Secondly, since I am sure it will be one of the first questions, I want to 
touch on the reasons why I have not revealed the names of the 17 people who 
were placed under electronic surveillance during the course of this effort to stem 
the leaks. At first I felt it was probably a good thing to reveal these names in the 
interest of openness and letting the public know precisely what happened. And 
upon reflection I concluded that the potential harm to be done by the release of 

C these names outweighed the good that could result in the openness of revealing 
them. The potential harm is clear to the employees of the Government in that 
their positions in the Government since they were at least once under suspicion 
and most, if not all of them, have since been exonerated, might be jeopardized. 
It's le 53 clear as to the newsmen as to why the names would not be released, but 
again, upon reflection and a certain degree of agonizing I concluded that the 
potential was still there for some harm to be done by revealing their names to 
the public. And I was finally persuaded by the realization that if I made a mistake 
in releasing the names there was nothing I could do about it, but if I make a 
mistake in not releasing them I can always rectify that mistake by doing so later. 
So in response to any of your questions as to what these names are, or who is 
involved, my answer will be the same and that is that I will neither confirm nor 
deny that any of the names that you request are the subjects of this surveillance. 
I’ll now attempt to answer your questions. 

LEAKS RESULTING IN SUBMISSION OF PARTICULAR NAME 

The Chairman. Could you indicate what leaks, for example, 
occurred that resulted in the submission of a particular name? Does 
this occur in the summary? 

Mr. Richardson. No," it does not. The summary only contains 
the sort of general background that was described by Mr. Ruckelshaus 
in his May 14 statement and later by the President in his May 22 
statement. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL^ REQUESTS FOR TAPS 

The Chairman. Does the summary indicate whether or not the 
Attorney General requested any names to be tapped? 

Mr. Richardson. There are two instances — I want Bill to hear 
this — the chairman’s question was does the summary indicate any 
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SENSITIVE COVERAGE PLACED AT THE 
REQUEST OP THE Y/HITE HOUSE 



DATE.; 5/13/73 
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1— Mr . Felt 
1— Mr „ E. S .Mil 
1-Mr . Walters t ?\~. 
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Mr- Ccz^ _ 

Pursuant to instructions of ths Acting Director, I ~ 

net him at 11:00 AM on 5/12/73 in the office of Mr. Leonard \il. k_ 11- 
Garment at rooa 12S of the Executive Office Building. T ie 
net Mr. Fred Buzhardt who took us to a room with a vault and 
iurnsd over to us two sealed boxes which we determi ned to be 
official records of the FBI which had been in the protective 
custody of ioraer Assistant to the Director William C. Sullivan 
prior to his retirement in October, 1971. 
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Hr. Buzhardt said that the records should be examined 
and that a receipt describing them should- be prepared, and sighed 
by‘ne before they were removed from the vault. I then proceeded 
to examine the records and make an inventory in the form of a 
rerroi nt . jao.h hnv was i nvpnf.nri pri separately and a cony nf the 
receipt prepared by me is attached for information. 

I finished the inventory at about 2:30 PM and sir. Garment 
then looked over the inventory receipt andl signed out of the 
vault with the two boxes of records at 2:45 PM. A Secret Service 
Agent who had remained in the vault area while the records were 
being inventoried drove me to the Federal Triangle Builciing wnere 
the Intelligence Division is located. The records are presently 
being maintained under secure conditions in your office. 


The two boxes contain the original logs of intercepts of * 
the various electronic surveillances operated; the original, signed 
letters to the Attorney General, each signed by him, requesting 
authorization to install the electronic surveillances; Original 
letters to President Nixon, Dr. Kissinger, Mr. Haldeman, and Mr. 
Eiirlicha^n reporting on the results of .he electronic su^ veill».*Cvs. 
the FBI yellow file copies on the above— mentioned letters: cepae 
of letters to the Attorney General advising of discontinuances o 
the electronic surveillances; cover memoranda relating to letter 
to the Attorney General, The President, Dr. Kissinger, Mr. Ha lee- 
■f.cXnd Mr . Ehrlichr.an; niiscellancous other cor rcuponc ones. lEclucir.^ 

cables to and from ‘relating to electronic surveillance 

cover acre arracccci by our- _t nor e , and r e- n c r a 1 bac.-icrc 
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NOTE: AT THE REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE ~ TEE CHAIRMAN AND RANKfNG 

MINORITE MEMBER DIRECTED TEAT CERTAIN MATERIAL BE DELETED TRIOR TO 
PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. 
DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER 
DESIGNATION . 
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Indistinct document retyped by 
House" Judiciary Committee staff 


In a preliminary review of the various summaries furnished 
to the White House, nothing was found which would indicate that 
a violation of Federal law was determined from the electronic 
surveillance coverage, nor was there any specific instance of 
information being leaked in a surreptitious manner to unauthorized. 
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In a preliminary review of the various surir.arics f ur n 
to the nhite House, nothing v/as found which would indi cate 
a violation of Federal law v/as determined from the electron: 
surveillance covorrrre. n^r r 1; * : ;■ 
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In June 1969, John Ehrlichman directed John Caulfield to have a 
wiretap installed on the office telephone in the home of Washington news- 
paper columnist Joseph Kraft. Ehrlichman has testified that he dis- 
cussed the proposed wiretap with the President, but that he did not know 
the wiretap was ever instituted. The wiretap was installed by a former 

Chief of Security for the Republican National Committee with the aid 
of a Secret Service employee. It remained in place for one week during 

which Kraft was not at home. Caulfield has testified that Ehrlichman 

\ 

then told him to cancel the operation. At the same time, Deputy FBI 
Director William Sullivan was ordered by FBI Director Hoover to travel 
to a European country and arrange for electronic surveillance of Kraft. 

i m ■ 

A 19-page summary of conversations overheard from a surreptitious 
listening device in Kraft's hotel room was prepared, which was sent 
to Ehrlichman. 


Page 


xh.x John Caulfield testimony, SSC Executive Session, 

March 16, 1974, 24-26, 3-4, 8-11 314 

14.2 John Ehrlichman testimony, 6 SSC 2535 323 

14.3 Summary of FBI file on Joseph Kraft wiretap, June 

1973, prepared by House Judiciary Committee staff 324 
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some things# to speed this up? 

Mr. Lenzner. Sure. 

(Discussion of the record.) 

Mr. Sears. For the record# I think it would be a good 
idea# since we have gone through various chronological points 
here with. the questions that have been asked# if Jack could just 
in a narrative, perhaps# state his recollection of the sequence 
of the events that transpired in regard to the Kraft wiretap. 

Mr. Lackritz. That's fine. 

Mr. Caulfield. Well# we started with June of *69 when 
Mr. Ehrlichman called me in and indicated he wanted to - in a 
high national security priority matter - he wanted to have a 
wiretap installed on the home, telephone of Joseph Kraft. 

I immediately indicated to hint that I felt# since it was 
a^ national security matter# that it would properly ba within 
the purview of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

He indicated that the FBI was a *Civ*# and that he wanted 
the matter handled in this fashion; he also indicated at that 
time - and I don't recall the specifics the matter related to - 
the Cambodian situation# which at that time was of deep concern 
in the country. 

I subsequently contacted Mr. Jack Ragan of the Republican 
National Committee and indicated to him that I had this 
directive from Mr. Ehrlichman# it was a high priority national 
security matter# and thev wanted a wiretap installed at Mr. 


( 314 ) 


14.1 JOHN CAULFIELD TESTIMONY MARCH 16, 1974, SSC EXECUTIVE SESSION, t 

24-26 , 3-4, 8-11 



. 25 

1 

Kraft* s residence. Mr. Ragan and I went out and took a look at 

2 

Mr. Kraft's residence, and we both came to a consensus agreement 

3 

that it was very difficult a matter to handle, Mr* Kraft lived 

4 

in a very prestigious area of Georgetown* I went back, and spoxe 

5 

to Mr. Ehrlichman and reported that back to him* 

6 

He indicated that it had to be done, and I was to attempt 

7 

'to proceed to have the wiretap installed* I so directed Mr. 

S 

Ragen to attempt to see what he could do with respect to the 

9 

wiretap*. I learned subsequently that Mr* Ragan went, out and 

10 

with- an individual from New York whom I don't know, apparently 

11 

installed some-sort of a device on the rear pole of Mr* Kraft's 

12 

residence. 

13 

Just about that time Mr. Ehrlichman called me in and said 

14 

I was^to desist in the matter, they had decided - he didn^t 

15 ; 

* indicate^ who v-S that it had been decided that the FBI was going | 

“ ~ f 

16 

to take care of the matter. 

17 

I went back to Mr. Ragan and we met at the Congressional 

18 1 

Hotel, and I told him that I had been directed that we should no 

19 ! 

longer be involved in the matter. He said he and another 

20 

gentleman, whom he did not identify, had had some success with 

21 

the wiretap, and presented me with a tape which allegedly 

22 

contained some conversation. 

23 

He, as I recall, indicated that Mr* Kraft was not on the 

24 

wiretap, his voice was not on- the wiretap, there was some 

25 

conversation. As I recall it might have been a maid. / 
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I took the tape back to my office and ran out part of the 
reel, approximately 30, 40, 50 feet, and destroyed that. Kept 
the tape in my office for about a month or two, and subsequently 
destroyed both the remainder of the reel and the reel itself; 
put it in the burn bag in the White House. 

Mr. Sears.. That*s about it. 

Mr. Caulfield- I did not at any time ever indicate to 
Mr. Ehxlichman there had been a tape in connection with, his 
directive. 

Mr. Lenzner. When you say you ran it out, Mr. Caulfield, 
what does that mean when you say you **ran“ the tape out? _ 

Mr. Caulfield. I -took the tape, unwound part of the tape, 

I estimate maybe 40, 50 feet, and destroyed that shortly after 
it was given to me; within a day or two. I kept the reel and 
the tape in my office and within a month or * two "thereafter- 
decided to put the reel and the remainder of the tape as well 
into the burn bag. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, why did you destroy that 40, or 50 
feet of it initially? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, Mr. Ragan indicated to me that there 
was a short conversation on the tape that he had given to me; 

I never listened to it. I estimated, just a calculated guess 
as to how much it would be, a minute or two, and destroyed that 


part of it. And then subsequently I put the reel and the 
d^jfcainder of the tape also in the burn bag of the White House. 

n 
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i ! 

him this would properly belong in the purview of the Federal 

2 

Bureau of Investigation, and he indicated that the FBI was a 

AJ 

o 

"Civ. " r and the matter would have to be handled in the manner 

4 

he was suggesting. In the manner he was directing. 

5 

Mr. Lackritz. Did he give you any indication of the 

6 

source for the national security concern? 

7 

Mr. Caulfield. I have trouble recalling exactly what the 

8 

specifics were? the only thing I recall is that he made a 

9 

reference to Cambodia. 

10 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you recall what the reference to Cambodic 

11 

was? 

12 

Mr. Caulfield... No, I do not; ' but JL-do specif ically recall 

13 

he mentioned the national security matter had to do with the 

14 

Cambodian situation. He aid not ever explain chose specifics 

15 

to me . 

16 

■ Mr... Lackritz right. V7hen was- this- meeting in. Mr:. 

17 

f Ehr lichman 1 s o ffTceT^ to the bes-t "o fl y ourtre correction? 

18 

Mr. Caulfield." The best I recall, it was in -June oft 1969. r 

19 

Mr. Lackritz. And did you agree to follow Mr. Ehrlichntan-s 

20 

direction and implement a national security wiretap? 

21 

Mr. Caulfield. I agreed to evaluate the directive, see if 

22 

it could be done. 

23 

Mr. Lackritz. All right, sir. Could you explain what you 

24 

did after you left Mr. Ehrlichiaan* s office? 

25" i 

L Mr. Caulfield. I contacted Mr. John Ragan subsequent to 
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the meeting and advised him of the directive. And I requested, 
that he and I confer with the view toward seeing that the wire- 
tap would be implemented. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right, who was Mr. John Ragan? 

Mr. Caulfield. Mr. Ragan was the chief of security at the 
Republican National Committee. 

Mr • - Lackritz - And- how had you known Mr... Ragan from before? 

Mr. Caulfield*.. I had known him since *6 8,-. the campaign* 

Mr. Lackritz. Did Mr... Ragan 'have the capability o f_r ample-, 
menting wiretaps? 

Mr. Caulfield 1. Kell , Mr. Ragan was a former employee Jnf 


12 

13 

14 
15_ 
16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


the FBI, and was knowledgeable in the area of wiretapping during] 
his tenure- at the FBI. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. Do' you know how long; he -had been arr] 
the FBI? 

Caulfield^- I know he retired ";fr onn- the - F ederal Bureau 
of- Investigation. I have no idea how long .. a tenure that" was. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did Mr. Ragan have- any^ wiretapping capability 
that was used in the 1968 Campaign? 

Mr. Caulfield.' No, Mr. Ragan’s function in the 1963 
Campaign was the counter-measure security expert. In other 
words, his role would have been to insure the integrity of the 

’V 

► ■ . . . . ... 

communications system of the traveling campaign staff. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you mean by that explanation that he hadj 
a defensive sweeping capability? 

■ 3 \% 
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8 

substance . 

Mr. Lackritz. So, he directed you to go ahead and carry 
out the tap. Was there any discussion with Mr. Hagan about the 
need for getting the parent cable numbers of the telephone 
lines? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz* Did Mr. Ragan request you to obtain that 
information for him? 

Mr. Caulfield. H don 1 1 specifically 'recall whether- he 
requested,, .or we both came to an agreement, a consensus agreement 
that that would be necessary for him to proceed/ if he were-- to 
proceed. At that time there was no hard judgment made that we 
were going to go ahead and do it. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. But Vaf ter you 'spoke wltffMr; 1 
Ehrlichman,- I take it he directed you to ga ahead and implement 
che^ : pr o'jec t . 

Mr. : Caulfield; He indicat ed;- : he wanted -it^done-, yes; 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you then secure the information of the 
parent cable numbers for Mr. Ragan? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes, I was able to do that. 

Mr. Lackritz. And how were you able to do that? 

Mr. Caulfield. I contacted a personal friend of mine; and 
I prefer not to mention his name. 

Mr. Lackritz. Well, I think for the purposes of the record 
we would like to identify the individual. I believe that 
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individual was: in the Secret Service, is that correct? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, that may well be, but at this hearing 
I prefer not to mention his name. 

Mr. Lackritz . Well, let me put it this way: This record 

is at the present not for public release; the Committee at some 
"later time may wish to vote to release the testimony given here 
this morning. If in fact the Committee decides to release the 
testimoy you will, have the opportunity of deleting information 
that you feel is not appropriate to be released to the public. 
But at this time it is appropriate to have you state for 
he record the individual from whom you received • — 

Mr. Caulfield. I can’t do that. I have had trouble with 
this particular area in other forums, and I steadfastly main- 
tained that I don't think that's important because Jthe individu*. 
who provided the information was totally unaware of the reasons 
for ; tSe wfretapr \ 

It was done as a favor to me. _ It is a person: of life-long 
friendship and X will not have his name dragged into this. He 
was totally unaware of just what the specifics of this matter 


Mr. Sears. Can we go off the record? 

Mr.Lenzner. Let me say one thing on the record before 

V 

we do that. The significance as we see it is not whether he 
knew, or didn’t know what the purpose of that information was; 
but the question of why he would give you, as a member of another 
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agency that kind of information. That seems to me to be 
entirely appropriate for this Committee to have some legislative 
review on. 

Mr. Sears. Now let's go off the record. 

(Discussion- of £ the record.) 

Mr. Lenzner^ Back on the record. 

The discussion off the record related to the need on Mr. 
Caulfield' s and, Mr.: Sears * part* to not disclose the hame r hoy 
nany agents- are we^ talking about? 

i .Mr*. Caulfield*;.; One agent ; [ 

Mr. Lenzner. One agent who furnished this -information- to 
Mr% Caulfield^ As I “understand it , if Senator Ervin is agreeab~ 

. _ ; . I 

the name of: that individual will;, beR forwarded to Senator* Ervin j 
in a letter .from Mr. Sears and. Mr. Caulfield^ with Senator I 


ahd^tbe letter; wxfd indi carte “ pref er^ it^-nottben 
disseminated widely , IT assume T* 

Now, for the record, was the agent who .furnished "you that 
employed by the Secret Service? 

Mr. Caulfield. Shall I indicate it at this time? 

Mr. Sears. Yes. 

Mr. Caulfield. The answer is yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Right. Did you explain to this individual 
from the Secret Service that that was a matter of national 


security? 
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the parent cable numbers from another friend of his? 

Mr, Sears, Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Caulfield. Give me the question, again. 

Mr. Lackritz. I think the question was, did you recall 
telling Mr. Lenzner and myself on September 11,1973 that a 
friend of this individual — a friend of this individual who 


( 322 ) 


14.2 JOHN EHRLICHMAN TESTIMONY, JULY 24, 1973 3 6 SSC 2535 


2535 

Mr. Dash. Did you have any role in authorizing other wiretaps ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. F rom time to time, I did. 

Mr. Dash. What area, would you tell us ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, now we are in this area 

Mr. Dash. I am not asking for any specific taps. I am not asking for 
specificity. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. National security, generally national security 
objectives. I am under a stricture which really doesn’t permit me to be 
very responsive to your question. 

Mr. Dash. We appreciate that and should there come a time when 
we have to get into it any more thoroughly, the committee can respond 
to that. But I am not going into any specific point. 

- Mr. Ehrlichman. I understand. 

Mr. Dash. Did you authorize Mr. Liddy’s wiretaps in your role of 
supervising the Special Investigations Unit? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. In 1971, that was so. In 1969, as counsel, I author- 
ized an attempt which never came to anything. It was not actually 
accomplished. But beyond that, it would have been in one of those two 
capacities, either as counsel in 1969 or in my relationship to this unit 
in 1971. 

Mr. Dash. Were you aware of the electronic surveillance on Joseph 
Kraft’s house ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. That was the one that I was talking about in 1969 
that, so far as I know, never happened. 

Mr, Dash. Do you know who was involved in attempting to com- 
mit that wiretap ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes, Mr. Caulfield was. 

Mr. Dash. I didn’t hear you. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Mr. Jack Caulfield was. 

Mr. Dash. Did you ever discuss that tap with the President? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I am sure I did. 

L Mr. Dash. Do you know what the purpose of the placing of that tap 
was ? 

^ Mr. Ehrlichman. It was a national security purpose. 

Mr. Dash. Now, did it come to your attention that there was an effort 
to either break into the Brookings Institute or firebomb the Brookings 
Institute? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. Could you tell us how it came to your attention ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. It came to my attention, I think, from John Dean 
at the time that he came to California, as he has described in his 
testimony, 

Mr. Dash. And is his testimony essentially correct on that? 

Mr, Ehrlichman. Well, I can’t vouch for the hearsay aspects of it. 
He says J ack Caulfield told him that somebody else told him that I had 
authorized this thing, and that is hearsay so many times removed that 
it is very difficult to cope with. 

I can say very briefly, I didn’t authorize it. 

Mr. Dash. Do you know who authorized it ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Dash. Did you ever look into who authorized it ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No, 'I didn’t. 

Mr. Dash. What was he asking you to do about it ? 
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Sensitive FBI documents examined by the House Judiciary Committee dealing 
with the wiretap of Joseph Kraft disclosed that the FBI has no record that a 
wiretap of Joseph Kraft was ever conducted by the FBI itself. The records 
disclose that the FBI did have information that in 1969 John Ehrlichman had 
directed a wiretap on Kraft that was installed while Kraft was on vacation. 

The wiretap was removed before his return, and John Caulfield, who installed 
the tap, assumed that the "bug" was removed because the White House had convinced 
the FBI to take over the tap. 

The FBI documents also contain 19 pages of recorded material from micro- 
phone coverage of Kraft in a foreign country. The records indicate that 
Assistant FBI Director William Sullivan, apparently with the knowledge and 
consent of Director Hoover, traveled to the foreign country and arranged for 
microphone coverage of Kraft’s hotel room through local authorities. 

The FBI documents also show letters from the FBI to John Ehrlichman 
concerning this wiretap dated July 15, 1969 and November 7, 1969. A copy of the 
November 7 letter was also sent to Attorney General Mitchell. 

Consideration was given to installing a wiretap on Kraft in the United States, 
but due to failure of the Attorney General to provide written approval, a tap was 
never installed. 
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15. On July 8, 1969 Assistant FBI Director Sullivan reported to 
Director Hoover that the wiretap on one of the NSC employees produced 
nothing significant from the standpoint of discovering leaks and 
recommended that some of the coverage be removed. The tap on that 
employee was not removed; it remained in place until February 10, 1971, 

17 months after the employee resigned as a full-time employee of the NSC, 
and 9 months after he terminated his relationship as an NSC consultant. 
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WILLIAM SULLIVAN MEMORANDUM* JULY 8 3 1969 


TOP SECRET 


DO NOT PILE 


July 8, 1969 


Dear Mr . Hoover : 
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Ail ru^aru tu, oui v^xy 

A/ of the National Security Council, et cetera, 
as I have previously stated nothing has come to light 
that is of significance from the standpoint of the leak 
in question. I am suggesting to Colonel Haig that some 
of this coverage be removed. had previously suggested 
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the removal of the coverage of 
IB j and he agreed 


and 


As we know _ N j cannot be trusted. We have 
learned enough already from the early coverage of him to 

conclude this. Since C _ v/as removedf \ /V has 

said almost nothing on the telephone. My guess is that he 
assumes it is tapped. There is a marked contrast between 
his lengthy conversations before that time and almost no 
(conversation now. 


» i 



I am making a careful over-all analysis of the afore- 
mentioned sensitive coverage and it will be submitted to you 
for whatever use you may decide to make of it. 


Respectfully submitted, 


William C. Sullivan 


♦from the National Security Council staff 


Original impounded by 
court order. Sec memo 
in 63-16062-3. 


DO KOT FILE 
TOP SECR ET 

- - *3* J 


JUN 13-1973 M' 


NOTE: AT THE REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE > TEE CHAIRMAN AND RANKING 

MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERTAIN MATERIAL BE DELETED PRIOR TO 
PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. 
DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER 
DESIGNATION. 
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15.2 MORTON HALPEEIN AFFIDAVIT 3 NOVEMBER 12 J 19? I ^ BALPERIN v. KISSINGER 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR “THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


MORTON H . ^HALPERIN, et. a 1 . , 
Pla Lritif f s , 

— v— 

HENRY A. KISSINGER, et. al., 
Defendants , 


Civil Action No. 1187-7,3 


AFFIDAVIT 

City of New York ) 

) ss : 

State of New York) 

MORTON H. HALPERIN, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

1. On May 9, 1969, in Key Biscayne, Florida,, defendant 
Henry A. Kissinger informed me that I was suspected of 
leaking a story by Mr. William A. Beecher which had appeared 
in the New York Times several days before. The story 
reported that the United States 'had begun bombing Cambodia 
and provided some details of the bombing operation. Kissinger 
asked me whether I had provided any information to Beecher. 

I assured him that I had not. I pointed out that I 
could not have been the source of most of the information 
in the article since I had not had access to the information 
and did not know whether the story was accurate or not. 
Kissinger was well aware of this since everything I knew 
about the bombing, essential only the single fact that the 
United States had bombed Cambodia, I had learned in 
conversation with Kissinger. I had not had and never had 
access to any documents related to the bombing. 

2. Kissinger indicated that he accepted my assurances 
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but that others would* not. He noted that as he had 
informed me previously, a number of high level figures in 
the Nixon Administration were suspicious of my political views 
and considered me disloyal to the administration. He 
informed me' that for a period of time he would not give 
me access to any of the more sensitive information regarding 
national security matters. That way, he stated, if any 
information leaked I could not be blamed. 

3. This period lasted until I resigned from the staff 
of the National Security Council in September of 1969. After 
May 9,1969 I was given no access to sensitive material 
including information relating to private Vietnam negotiations, 
negotiations with the People's Republic of China, White 
House negotiations with the Soviet Union, and plans for 
troop withdrawals from Vietnam. Kissinger and defendant 
Alexander Haig were fully aware of this since they 
personally controlled access to such information # jJ/ From 
May 9, 1969 on, my access was limited to information avail- 
able to hundreds of others in the White House and the 
department of the Executive Branch. A number of other 
officials had access to the information about the bombing 
of Cambodia and, at least according to press reports, were 
not tapped. On the National Security Council staff, these 

*/ On one such matter — private Vietnam negotiations — 

Haig has so testified under oath at the so-called Pentagon 
Papers trial. He testified: "I would say from the period 
January '69 until his departure from the staff in August of 
*69 Mr. Ilalperin had regular access to the regular reporting 
traffic on the conduct of the formal negotiations within the 
Paris framework which had been established for some period 
and which was reconvened that year. He would have, had full 
access to those as a member of the staff involved in South- 
east Asian and other affairs. He would not have had access 
to the more sensitive, third-party contacts which may have 
occurred during that period." (Transcript, p. 20,925.) 
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included Henry A. Kissinger, Alexander Haig, and Lawrence 
Eagleburger. Other officials, unknown to me, in the 
Departments of State and Defense also had access to this 
information. Information leaked to the press on other 
subjects was also available to a number of officials. 

4. On August 6, 1969, I informed Kissinger of my desire 
to leave the National Security Council staff as soon as 
possible. At his request, my departure was delayed until 
September 19, 1969. Also at his request I agreed to become 

a consultant to him. 

5. On September 19, 1969 I left the NSC staff and 

was notified that I had been appointed a consultant effective 
September 21, 1969. 

6. On May 4, 1970, I sent Kissinger a letter resigning 
as a consultant* On May 13, I received a letter from 
Kissinger “confirm [ing] that you will no longer be carried 
on the rolls of the National Security Council staff for 
possible future consultation. " 

7. During the period September 20, 1969 to May 13, 1970, 

I had no access to any classified information. This was well 

[ known to Kissinger and Haig since only they would have 

given me access. (See also Haig testimony quoted above.) 

8. During this period, I was employed by the National 
Security Council for only one day. On that day I wrote, 
at Kissinger's request, a memorandum on Vietnam. I had no 
access to classified information in the course of writing 
that paper. 

9. After leaving the staff of the National Security Council 
in the period of September 1967 to February 1971, I engaged 
in a number of activities reflecting my political beliefs. 
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I wrote articles for newspapers. I consulted with Senators, 
Congressmen, and their staffs on what positions they might 
take on public issues including Vietnam. In particular, 

I consulted with a number of people advising Senator Edmund 
Muskie in connection with his possible candidacy for 
President of the United States. At the time of the 
American invasion of Cambodia in the Spring of 1970, I 
consulted with a number of American citizens about various 

potential forms of citizen activity to protest American j 

! 

policy. Discussions related to all of these activities took 
place on my home telephone. 

Morton H. Halperin 
1973 

Notary Public 


Subscribed and sworn to 
This 12 day of November, 
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A preliminary report which X received la3t 
night indicates that an F.B.I. employee 
recalls that in latell969 and early 1970 
Mr. Ellsberg had been overheard talking 
from an electronic surveillance of Dr. 

Morton Halperin 1 s residence. It is this 
employee's recollection that the surveillance 
was of Dr. Halperin, and that Mr. Ellsberg 
was then a guest of Dr. Halperin. 

I have no information concerning the substance 
of the conversation, nor has the investigation 
to date .been able to find any record of such 
a* conversation . The investigation, of course, 
is not complete, and further facts bearing 
upon the wiretaps may be uncovered. 

24. Subsequently, acting F.B.I. Director RUCKELSHAUS 
recovered the missing surveillance records from a safe in the 
White House office of defendant EHRLICHMAN and on information and 
belief, the records are now in his possession. 

25. From May 1969 until September 19, 1969, while 
plaintiff MORTON HALPERIN was serving as Assistant to defendant 
KISSINGER, ha and pliantiff INA HALPERIN frequently communicated 
their political and other views privately and frankly in telephone 
conversations with their close friends. On information and belief 
these conversations were recorded and summarized in regular 
reports to the defendants KISSINGER, HAIG, HALDEMAN and EHRLICHMAN, 
based on the continuous electronic surveillance of plaintiffs' 
telephone during the period in question. 

26. On information and belief, the defendants' illegal 
interception, disclosure and use of conversations on the private 
telephone in plaintiffs* residence continued for a period of 

four to twenty-one months or more, after plaintiff MORTON HALPERIN 
had left the staff of the National Security Council. 1 During this 
period plaintiff MORTON HALERPIN, no longer a government employee, 

H frequently communicated by telephone with many persons, including 
high elected officials, who expressed their views of current 
government policies. Plaintiff MORTON HALPERIN also wrote many 
i articles for newspapers and journals in this period and communicated 

- 6 - 
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by telephone with many individuals in the course of preparing 
these arti cles. | All these communications were privately expressed 
but, on information and belief, were intercepted under the direction 
of defendant SULLIVAN, and disclosed and used in regular reports to 
the defendants KISSINGER, HAIG, HALDEMAN and EHRLICHMAN. 

27. On information and belief, the defendants ' elec- 
tronic surveillance of the plaintiff MORTON HALPERIN and his 
family was initiated by the defendants KISSINGER, HAIG, EHRLICHMAN, 
HALDEMAN and MITCHELL in bad faith for the purpose and effect of 
monitoring the political ideas and associations of plaintiff 
MORTON HALPERIN during the period in question. 

28. At no time did the plaintiffs, citizens of the 
United States, have any invovement with a foreign power, its 

v- agents or agencies. 

Claims 

29. The defendants* procurement of interception, 
disclosure and use, and their interception, disclosure and use 

of plaintiffs* telephone conversations during the period in question 
were unreasonable and illegal, and were not made in good faith 
, reliance on any judicial, legislative or other valid authorisation; 
and their disclosure and use of such communications were made with 
knowledge that the communications had been obtained by electronic 
surveillance of plaintiffs* telephone. 

30. Defendants' procurement of interception, disclosure 
and use, and their interception, disclosure and use of the plaintiffs 
wire communications through electronic surveillance for a period 

of G to 25 months or more, was in violation of Title 18, United 
States Code, Sections 2511 and 2520. 

31. Defendants* procurement of interception, disclosure 
and use, and their interception, disclosure and use of plaintiffs' 
telephone communications during the period in question, deprived 
plaintiffs of their rights of free speech and association 

~ 7 - 
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now in the possession of the Clerk of the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia. The Federal defendants deny 
all allegations contained in paragraph 24 inconsistent herewith. 

25. The Federal defendants admit the allegations contained 
in the first sentence of paragraph 25 of the Complaint. The 
Federal defendants farther admit that from May, 1969 until 
September 19, 1969 overhears of plaintiffs* telephone conversations 
were periodically summarized and that such summaries were made 
available to defendants Kissinger, Haig and Haldeman, based upon , . 
the continuing telephone surveillance of the plaintiffs * residence 
during the period in question. The Federal defendants deny all 
allegations in paragraph 25 of the Complaint inconsistent herewith. 

C 26. The Federal defendants admit that the lawful interception, 
.osure and use by the Federal Bureau of Investigation of con- 
versations overheard on the telephone located at the plaintiffs * 
residence continued from -May 12 , 1969 until February 10, 1971. 

The Federal defendants further admit the allegations contained in 
the second and third sentences of paragraph 26 of the Complaint. 

The Federal defendants further admit the telephone surveillance 
of the plaintiffs’ residence was instituted pursuant to the 
authorization of defendant Mitchell and was conducted under the 
supervision of defendant Sullivan and others, and that summaries 
of the overhears of such surveillance were, during the course 
of such surveillance, periodically made available to defendants 
Kissinger, Haig and Haldeman. The Federal defendants deny all 
allegations contained in paragraph 26 inconsistent herewith. 

27. The Federal defendants deny the allegations contained 
in paragraph 27 of the Complaint. 

28. The Federal defendants lack knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
I n«*d in paragraph 28 of the Complaint. 

>*i. The Federal defendants admit that any disclosure or 
- 11 - 
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Effective July 1969, Anthony Ulasewicz, a retired New York 
City policeman, was hired as an investigator by John Ehrlichman, 
Counsel to the President. From that date until mid-1972, under the 
direction of Caulfield, Ulasewicz conducted numerous investigations 
for the purpose of obtaining information of possible political value 
to the Nixon Administration. His salary and expenses were paid by 
campaign fundraiser Herbert Kalmbach from political contributions held 
by Kalmbach. 


16.1 John Ehrlichman testimony, 7 SSC 2775-80 

16.2 John Ehrlichman testimony, 6 SSC 2515, 

16.3 Herbert Kalmbach testimony, 5 SSC 2099 

16.4 Anthony Ulasewicz testimony, 6 SSC 2220, 2239, 

2272-74, 2265 

16.5 John Dean testimony, 3 SSC 922-24 

16.6 John Caulfield testimony, SSC Executive Session, 

March 16, 1974, 85 

15.7 John Caulfield testimony, SSC Executive Session, 

March 23, 1974, 16 
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but I do recall his keeping us informed on a regular basis of develop- 
ments as they became available there. 

Senator Weicker. And so you transmitted this information to the 
President ? 

Mr. Ehklichman. In summary form. He produced almost nothing 
that was not a matter of newspaper reporting, as it turned out. So 
there was very little to, there was very little to pass on that would have 
been of any moment that you could not have read in an ordinary 
newspaper. 

Senator Weicker. Well, of course, Mr. Ulasewicz testified that part 
of the information which he received was a matter of public record, 
other information that he received was a matter of, was received or 
gotten in an investigatory way. But why did you feel the necessity to 
have somebody like Mr. Ulasewicz investigate the Black Panthers i 

Mr. Ehklichman. Oh 

Senator Weicker. Is there some reason why possibly the law 
enforcement army, is this another area that J. Edgar Hoover was weak 
on? 

Mr. Ehklichman. No; he had his connections with the New York 
Police Department at one point in time, had been in intelligence in- 
volving violent groups of that kind, and he had sources, particularly 
in the New York Police Department Intelligence Division, and so he 
would be the recipient of information because of that former associa- 
tion. 

Senator Weicker. Well, I know, but that still is not a satisfactory 
answer. Was there some inadequacy on the part of normal 

Mr. Ehklichman^ I previously 

Senator Weicker [continuing]. Normal law enforcement agencies? 

Mr. Ehklichman. Right. I previously testified, I think, Senator, we 
were not getting an accumulation of intelligence from the police and 
the sheriff's offices and the State police of various municipal and State 
organizations. It was some time — I think it was probably the second 
- year or possibly into the third year before there was set up in the 
Justice Department a facility for accumulating all of this. Mr. Ulase- 
wicz, in the sixth or seventh month that he worked in the counsel’s 
office when I was counsel, did a kind of makeshift job of getting some 
of this information and feeding it in. 

; Senator Weicker. So in fact during this period of time we all slept 
better at night knowing Mr. Ulasewicz was on the job, is that right? 

■ I* Mr. Ehklich man . Well, I don’t know about that, Senator. 

Senator Weicker. I am going to pursue this for a minute because* 
let’s get into the hiring of Mr. Ulasewicz. Was he brought down to 
the White House and interviewed for a job by the personnel at the 
White House ? Just how was he hired ? 

Mr. Ehklichman. No; he was hired because he was well known to 
Mr. Caulfield. Mr. Caulfield recommended him highly, and he was 
hired by me after a very brief meeting but principally on Mr. Caul- 
field’s say -so and recommendation. 

Senator Weicker. Well, but where did you hire him ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Where did I hire him ? 

Senator Weicker. Right. 
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Mr. Ehrlichmax. Well, I met him in an airport while I was on a 
trip to New York, as I recall, and Mr. Caulfield, as I recall it, arranged 
a meeting for us. I hired him, I guess, in the White House, that is I 
made the decision and authorized Mr. Caulfield and made the arrange* 
ments with Mr. Kalmbach to pay him. 

Senator Weicker. In your first meeting with him, was it in the VIP 
lounge in LaGuardia Airport? 

Mr, Ehrlichmax. That was the only meeting with him I ever had. 

Senator Weicker. That was the only meeting ? 

Mr. Ehrlichmax. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. So that this is some new situation whereby we are 
going to meet potential White House employees in the lounges of air- 
ports or what ? 

Mr. Ehrlichmax. As I tried to say in my opening statement he was 
not a White House employee. 

Senator Weicker. I see. 

Mr. Ehrlichmax. And he was never held out to be and as a matter 
of fact, the very point of having him was that we were not gathering 
political information with Government people. I didn’t feel that we 
ought to have Government people in that business. That we ought to 
have a fellow who is established on the outside, who was paid on the 
outside, and you have this anomaly of having to conduct some political 
activity, both of a fundraising and of a staff and of an investigatory 
nature, and you do it with political funds, and they have to be outside 
people. 

Senator Weicker. Well, isn’t it true, and certainly neither one of us 
is in the position of being a novice here politically, that the reason why 
you would want him on an outside payroll is that you would not want 
to claim him if he were found out. Would that be a fair description ? 

Mr Ehrlichman. Well, I don’t think the way it was set up there 
would be any way to disclaim him, Senator. Because he was being paid 
very directly from Nixon campaign funds in the hands of a trustee 
committee, and there just was no way to disclaim him. Everybody 
would be able to find out Mr. Ulasewicz’ employer through just the 
enrployer number, if nothing else. 

Senator Weicker. Well, I will tell you maybe everybody found out. 

Maybe everybody knew but we had to do an awful lot of digging 
around here to find out who Mr. Ulasewicz was and what role he had 
to go ahead and play. 

I would like to have your concept and I think this is very important ; 
now we are questioning into the real events of the real business of this 
committee, what’s your concept of political information. You see, un- 
fortunately, thanks to the Committee To Re-Elect the President, and 
some of the witnesses who have appeared here, everybody thinks that 
the Senators at this table and others engaged in politics go running 
around hiring Ulasewicz’ types to dig up dirt on each other, and I just 
can’t allow that to fly without contesting it because really it’s going 
to make elections rather interesting in the future if it does. 

I wonder if you might, since you were the one who was responsible 
for hiring this man, and since, we have had a description by this man 
of exactly what his job consisted of, which was dirt, I wonder if you 
might toll the committee what your concept is of politics here in the 
United States insofar as this type of activity is concerned ? 
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Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, I think that certainly there is room for 
improvement in the practice of politics in this country, there is no 
argument about that. But, at the same time, I think that each candi- 
date who contests the candidacy of an incumbent has the obligation 
to come forward and contest the fitness of that incumbent for office 
both in terms of his voting record and in terms of his probity, and 
in terms of his morals, if you please, and any other facts that are im- 
portant or germane to the voters of his district or State or the country, 
for that matter. I think a candidate for office assumes that burden 
of proof. He assumes the burden of proof of showing the unfitness 
of the incumbent and I don’t think in our political system that is 
limited to his voting record or his absenteeism. If it were, we would 
countenance the perpetuation of scoundrels in office who were thieves 
or who were fraudulent or who were profligate or who were otherwise 
unfit for office, so I think it’s perfectly competent for a challenger to 
meet head-on the issue of the fitness of an incumbent. 

Senator Weicker. Do you mean to tell me and this committee that 
you consider private investigators going into sexual habits, drink- 
ing habits, domestic problems, and personal social activities as a proper 
subject for investigation during the course of a political campaign? 

Mr. Ehrlichmax. Senator, I know of my own knowledge of incum- 
l>ents in office who are not discharging their obligation to their con- 
stituents because of their drinking habits, and it distresses me very 
much, and there is a kind of an unwritten law in the media that that 
is not discussed, and so the constituents at home have no way of know- 
ing that you can go over here in the gallery and watch a Member 
totter onto the floor in a condition which, of at least partial inebria- 
tion which would preclude him from making any sort of a sober judg- 
ment on the issues that confront this country. 

Now, I think that is important for the American people to know, 

» and if the only way that it can be brought out is through his opponents 
in a political campaign, then I think that opponent has an affirmative 
obligation to bring that forward. 

Senator Weicker. Now, this is getting very interesting. [Laughter.] 

Again we contrasted similar situations yesterday and again I am 
just not going to let these things get laid on the table without giving 
another side to the argument. 

I have had eight election campaigns, 8 years, 6 against Democrats 
and 2 against Republicans, I suppose it would be considered self- 
serving to say that I have never done anything like that, so I won’t. I 
will refer to my opponents. I know of no Democratic opponents out 
of the six and no Republican opponents out of the two that has ever 
done what Mr. Ulasewicz was doing or what you are, in effect advo- 
cating here. 

Now it seems to me it is up to the constituency, whatever that con- 
stituency happens to be, to make a determination of the fitness of the 
man or woman that they go ahead and elect, but do you really want 
' to bring the political system of the United States, of our campaigns 
down to the level of what you are talking about right now ? 

Mr. Ehrlichmax. Well, I conceive of it this way, Senator, I know 
that in your situation your life style is undoubtedly impeccable and 
there wouldn’t be anything at issue like that. 

Senator Weicker. I’m no angel. 
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Mr. Ehrlichman. I thought you were. 

Senator Weicker. Believe me, I am not. I worry about you seeking 
people on the landscape here and I have a greater worry now before 
you here, and I will put it that way. 

Mr. Ehklichmax. I think you will agree with me, Senator, that 
someone with a serious drinking habit is of doubtful fitness for the 
kind of heavy duty that you bear, for instance, or that any Senator 
bears in the Senate of the United States. That is certainly a material 
question that has to be raised in a political campaign, at least so it seems 
to me. 

Yow, if that is not something that the incumbent’s opponent should 
bring out, then you are leaving the constituency to the tender mercy 
of the journalists in the community as to whether or not that is re- 
ported to the constituency because they don’t have any way of know- 
ing really, especially the constituencies remote from here where people 
get here very seldom to make an observation. So, I would be very 
concerned about that and it seems to me that would be a very legiti- 
mate subject of inquiry. Maybe my standards are all haywure and 
everybody in the Congress ought to be immune from scrutiny on that 
subject, but that just seems to me to be an indefensible position on 
your part. 

Senator Weicker. You think we have no scrutiny around here? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Sir? 

Senator Weicker. You think we have no scrutiny around here? 

Mr. EHRLicmiAjN-. Well, in all candor 

Senator Weicker. I mean I have got news, let’s count them, they 
are all over here at this stage of the game and they are all the time 
not just to hear you and I talk. If there is anything that is quite 
obvious in Washington, D.C., it is that every aspect of our lives, legis- 
latively, personally, and in every way, is subject to the scrutiny of a 
free press and subject to the scrutiny, at least the Congress is subject 
to the scrutiny of a free press. [Laughter.] 

® And also, subject to the scrutiny of our constituency. 

Senator Baker. Our wives. 

Senator Weicker. And our wives, right. [Laughter.] 

I want to state right now, and I, obviously you and I, are at logger- 
heads on a very basic issue here and one that I think not only relates 
to Mr. Ulasewicz’ activities, and I am not so sure we don’t come right 
back to the break-in in Daniel Ellsberg’s office again, that I am quite 
satisfied that our systems, our institutions, are perfectly capable of 
passing decent judgments, fair judgments, hard judgments, on politi- 
cal figures, public officials, without the covert operations of men like 
Mr. Ulasewicz. 

Mr. Ehrliciiman. Senator, I wmuld only disagree with you by say- 
ing this much: I think that your assumptions with regard to the full 
reportage by the media of the personal conduct of people in public 
life gilds the lily unduly. Certainly you members of this committee 
are being subject to, subjected to scrutiny by the television and by the 
writing press to a degree and your conduct is being evaluated and 
measured in a way that seldom happens to a Member of the U.S. Senate 
or the C ongress of the United States, and I think it is possible for some 
Members to exist under a, in a sheltered situation for years and years 
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and years here, and perpetuate themselves in office, so to speak, because 
you know and I know that the advantages are heavily in favor of the 
incumbent. You are in a position to favor reporters with stories and 
so on. It is an uphill struggle for someone to take on an incumbent 
U.S. Senator under any circumstances, and the press are not always as 
tough on others as they might be on the members of this committee in 
this setting. 

So, I think you and I have a difference of opinion but I think that 
reasonable minds can differ on this subject particularly in the area of 
drinking, in the area of fitness of that kind to discharge the duties. 

Now, certainly there are limits, and I would be the first to agree with 
you, that there are areas where, of subject matters that would be totally 
offensive to me as they would be to you, and I don’t mean for a minute 
to contend for matters beyond those limits. 

But I do think that that is one of the things that this whole pro- 
ceeding is about, I think it’s an attempt to try to define the lines within 
which an inquiry as to an incumbent, his life, his performance, his 
voting record, are subject to proper inquiry. 

Senator Weicker. ‘I know, but if this is a matter of proper inquiry 
in the course of an election campaign, I mean why isn’t it a proper, why 
isn’t it proper inquiry as far as all Members of Congress are concerned 
insofar as the relationships between the executive branch and the 
legislative branch. Why not ? Is this material, in other words, going to 
be used between the executive and legislative branches of the Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. EHRUCHMAm I don’t think I understand. 

Senator Weicker. Well, you apparently consider it proper informa- 
tion to figure out to go ahead and win an election. 

Is it proper information to dig out to go ahead and carry an issue? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. You mean blackmail, no. 

Senator Weicker. I mean as between the executive and legislative 
branches of the Government. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. In other words, you have a piece of information 
and you have a Congressman and you say Congressman 

Senator Weicker. Yes. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No, it is not proper. 

Senator Weicker. In an election campaign? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I think it is proper to provide legitimate facts to 
an electorate that bear on the fitness of an incumbent. 

Senator Weicker. Of course, what you are saying and where we 
disagree and I want to make this clear, Mr, Chairman, if any other 
member of the committee wants to comment now I don’t think any- 
body realizes what is being done here right now. You definitely have 
two different concepts of politics in this country meeting head on. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I might say, Senator 

Senator Weicker. Let me finish and then I will be glad to go ahead 
and listen to you. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Pardon me, surely. 

Senator Weicker. I always thought we settled these matters on 
the basis of issues, on what you stood for, on a public stance that your 
opponents took that was a bad stance, how you can present yours, how 
you move around in a campaign, but to sit here at this moment in 
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time and tell me that we are going to settle our elections on the basis 
of sexual habits and drinking habits and domestic problems and per- 
sonal and social activities. 

Well, I tell you, you stick to your version and I am going to stick 
to mine. 

Mr. Ehrltchman. Senator, I was going to say in what we have 
asked the FBI to do, to determine the fitness of an individual for 
appointment to the executive branch to the Cabinet, the sub-Cabinet, 
to the agency positions and so on, these kinds of questions of fitness, 
drinking habits, habitual intoxication, immorality, are all considered 
to he important questions to ask and to settle upon, and the review 
as far as I know in the selection of people in this administration has 
been very rigorous and the standards have been very high. 

Senator Weicker. No. 1 , please don’t put the FBI in the same cate- 
gory as Mr. Ulasewicz. Now, I just don’t think it is a fair comparison 
at all. I think these are two entirely different entities. I am proud 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. The subjects are the same, Senator. 

Senator Weicker. I might add you keep on talking about the enor- 
mous advantages an incumbent enjoys. May I point out according to 
your theory the President was the incumbent. He was-the incumbent. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Please don’t misunderstand me, I think an incum- 
bent President has an enormous advantage. 

Senator Weicker. Yes, but this one not only had an enormous 
advantage but apparently you went around and had this type of infor- 
mation handed to him which added to the advantage that he had. 
I would say made him rather unbeatable. 

Well, in any event let’s leave that subject for the time being, 
although I find it unbelievable. 

Yesterday, in response to a series of questions concerning the need 
for the Plumbers you stated as follows : 

And I assure you that the decision that was made in this matter to put investi- 
gators in the field was taken most reluctantly and for genuine purposes and the 
purposes are simply to supplement what was considered to be an inadequate 
effort at the time by the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

Now, in order to satisfy yourself on this you ought to hear from Mr. Mitchell. 

That was your response, you will find that incidentally, counselor, 
if you have the transcript, on page 5535 of yesterday’s testimony. 

Now, in order for you to satisfy yourself ou this you ought to hear from Mr. 
Mitchell. 

We have already heard from Mr. Mitchell and he testified before this 
committee that the first that he had heard of the White House horrors, 
the Plumbers operatic’, was on June 21, 1972. This was after he left as 
Attorney General. Is Mr. Mitchell lying? 

Mr. Ehrlich man. As I said in my testimony the other day, Senator, 
Mr. Mitchell’s recollection here is evidently hazy because the President 
authorized the creation of this unit on July 24, and asked that we meet 
with several members of the Cabinet. 

Senator Weicker. July 24, 1971 ? 

Mr. Etirlichman. Yes, sir. To meet with several members of the 
Cabinet whose, departments would be the subject of the special unit’s 
stimulation, so to speak, to get them to perform better in this area of 
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assignments, decide what should be looked into. Everyone else is fully 
occupied with his own area of responsibility. 

Thus, the counsel is a vital link in a chain of delegation. In my 
view, one in that position must bring to the job sufficient training 
and experience to know what to do and when to do it. 

The counsel also has and has had political duties. The President is 
the Nation’s Chief Executive. But he is also, by longstanding tradition, 
his political party's leader. Any President has a political role to play, 
whether he is goingto run for reelection or not. But if he is a candidate, 
then he is both an Executive and a practicing politician. Every such 
politician wants information. And the President, in his politician 
role, is no different from the others. He needs and wants information 
about issues, supporters, opponents and every other political subject 
known to man. 

For the year 1969 to 1970, when I left the post of counsel, I attempted 
to gather some purely political information for the President, as I 
was expected to do. Out of real concern for the proprieties, I attempted 
to use only conventional, nongovernmental sources of information. As 
one might hire political aides in a political campaign, Tony Ulasewicz 
was hired to do this chore of information gathering. He was paid 
from existing Nixon political money, by check, under an appropriate 
employer’s tax number. Among other assignments, he scouted the 
potential opposition for vulnerability. So far as I am aware, during 
my tenure as counsel, Mr, Ulasewicz conducted his assignments legally 
and properly in all respects. 


THE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 


To meaningfully answer the question, “What did the President 
know?” one should have a clearer picture of what the President really 
does. 

One witness here suggested that we define the Presidency in con- 
stitutional terms. But the true, up-to-date picture will not alone be 
found in the pages of the Constitution, nor even in the modem text- 
books on civics and Government. Obviously, he is the Chief Executive, 
responsible for the administration and operation of the departments 
and agencies and bureaus and offices of the executive branch, with their 
millions of employees and billions of dollars of spending. 

And, of course, his duties include the conduct of the Nation’s for- 
eign policy in a troubled world. He is Commander in Chief of the 
Armed Forces, frequently works with the Joint Chiefs of Staff on a 
personal basis, sits with the National Security Council and the military 
intelligence gatherers for hours at a time, makes the decisions on de- 
fense strategy and is responsible for its long-range planning. 

He must also submit the Nation’s mnltibillion dollar budget to the 
Congress 6very January, covering every activity of the Federal Gov- 
ernment in great detail. That is sheer month-by-month drudgery for 
the President involving decisions that really cannot be delegated to 
anyone else, and work that is never really done. 

' All of this is known to most citizens and surely to the distinguished 
Senators of this committee. 

1 am sure you also realize the Presidency has been dramatically 
changed in recent years by the increasing complexity of the Nation’s 
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specific individuals. And as I can best recall this conversation, I was a 
little perplexed on this because I did not know these people at all. 
And it is 

Mr. Dash. Did you know F red LaRue ? 

Mr. K a LAIBACH. Well, I, of course, knew Fred LaRue but casually. 
But as to how to distribute these funds — then again, my best recollec- 
tion is that he indicated at that point that perhaps Mr. Ulasewicz 
might be the one to act as the distributor for the funds. 

Mr. Dash. Is this Tony Ulasewicz ? 

Mr. Kalaibach, Yes, sir, it is. 

Mr. Dash.' Is that the Tony Ulasewicz who has testified before this 
committee before ? 

r Mr. Kalaibach. It is. 

Mr. Dash. Did you know Tony Ulasewicz ? 

Mr. Kalaibach. Yes, I clid. 

Mr. Dash. Had you worked with him in the past ? 

Mr. Ivalaibach. I had met with him two or three times total from 
mid-1969 until approximately October 1, 1971, and I had three conver- 
sations, two or three conversations, during that period. 

Mr. Dash. Did you have confidence that Mr. Ulasewicz was the kind 
of person who could be useful in this kind of assignment ? 

Mr. Kalaibach. Well, I knew that he had been acting and under- 
taking assignments for the White House for that period and I certainly 
knew that he had the confidence of whoever it was that he was working 
with, and when he mentioned Mr. Ulasewicz as someone to do this, I 
said that I would, I certainly would have confidence in him. 

Mr. Dash. Did you know whether or not — did you know what kind 
of assignments he had undertaken for the White House before? 

Mr. Kalaibach. No, six* ; I did not, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. But you knew that he would be somebody that you could 
have confidence in ? 

Mr. Kalaibach. Well, I knew that he was a retired New York City 
police officer who was competent and I was certain that he was some- 
one that could be trusted and I would be 

Mr. Dash. Who other than Mr. Dean were you thinking of when you 
say they would have confidence? Did you mean Mr. Haldeman? 

Mr. Kalaibach. Well, whoever he was talking for. He was using the 
editorial “we” all the time. 

Mr. Dash. Well, if he was talking for anybody over in the White 
House, who did he work with most often, to your knowdedge ? 

Mr. Kalaibach. Mr. Dean? 

Mr. Dash. Yes. 

Mr. Kalaibach. Well, he worked with practically everyone in the 

White House. But, of course, principally 

Mr. Dash, Who above him ? 

Mr. Kalaibach. He reported to Mr. Ehrlichman. And he also 
worked closely with Mr. Haldeman. He did not mention their names 

L in this conversation. 

Mr. Dash. Have you ever been given any other assignment of this 
nature in the past ? 

Mr. Kalaibach. No, sir. 

“* Mr. Dash. After meeting with Mr. Dean, what did you do ? Did you 
indicate, first, that you would accept this assignment from Mr. Dean? 
Mr. Kalaibach. I did. 
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Mr. Sutter. I do. Mr. Chairman, I am sure much to the relief of the 
committee Mr. Ulasewicz does not have a prepared statement he de- 
sires to read. He is here merely for the purposes of answering questions 
from the committee and I should like the record to indicate that he 
appears pursuant to a subpena issued by the committee dated April 30, 

1973, and served upon him on or about May 8, 1973. Thank you, sir. 
a Mr. Lenzner. Thank you, Mr. Sutter. 

Mr. Ulasewicz, you testified here about your relationships with Mr. 
Caulfield in making nontact with Mr. McCord. I just want to go back 
and ask you, were you contacted originally by Mr. Caulfield in Feb- 
ruary of 1969 with reference to doing some investigative work? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Yes, I was. 

Mr. Lenzner. I understand the committee is not going to inquire 
into that area in any detail at all today but I do want to ask just two 
other background questions: First, were you also interviewed by Mr. 

John Ehrlichman in May of 1969 at the YIP lounge at LaGuardia 
Airport? 

L Mr. Ulasewicz. That is correct. 

Mr. Lenzner. And in June of 1969 did you meet Mr. Herbert Ivalm- 
bach here in the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. That is correct. 

~ Mr. Lenzner. Now, on or about June 28, 1972, did you receive a call 
from that same Mr. Kalmbach ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Yes, I believe it was on the 29th of June. 

Mr. Lenzner. And could you tell us what he said to you and what 
you said to him? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Mr. Kalmbach asked me to come down to Washing- 
ton the next afternoon, that he wanted to speak to me regarding an 
assignment. 

Mr. Lenzner. And did you agree to do that ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you see him the next day ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. I did. 

Mr. Lenzner. Where was that, sir ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. It was in the Statler-Hilton Hotel in his room. 

Mr. Lenzner. Can you tell us what he said to you at that time and 
what you said to him ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Mr. Kalmbach advised me that he had a very im- 
portant assignment, and he went at least three times over the state- 
ment, saying that it was a situation that developed that he was asked 
to do something and needed my help in doing it. He said that it was 
legal, that it was to provide funds for persons in difficulty for payment 
of their counsels, and for payment to assist their families during some 
troublesome period. He repeated the statement several times. He was 
very ill at ease, very nervous and we got to the point where I said, 

“Well, Mr. Kalmbach just what is this now'’ and he says, *T have 
guessed it, it’s the Watergate situation.” 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Ulasewicz, let me just interrupt — would you put 
the microphone more directly in front of von please, thank you. 

Mr. Ulasewicz. And he said, “It’s the Watergate situation. I guess 
you have guessed that,” and I said "“Yes, sir. and he said “Well. again, 
let me assure you I would not in any way or fashion ask anyone to do 
anything that I would not engage my own services in. It is an assign- 
ment for me and I am asking you to do this. It will necessitate confi- 
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Mr. Shukb. And that you were in fact interviewed by Mr. John 
Ehriichman? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. That is correct. 

Mr. Sucre. What role did Mr Ivalmbach play in your prior em- 
ployment with regard to these discreet investigations? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. I met with him to discuss the arrangements to 
pay me. I was on Mr. Ivahnbaclvs payroll. 

Mr. Sucre. So, in other words, Mr Kalmbaclrs role prior to the 
events which you have just described really was just as a conduit for 
payment to you for the services that you were rendering to Mr. 
Caulfield and Mr. Ehrlichmari ; is that not so? . 

Mr. Ulasewicz. That is a fair statement. 

Mr. Shcre. And did Mr. Ivalmbach ever order you to conduct any 
investigations? 

Mr. U lasewicz. No. 

—'Mr. Shcre. So that, when he called you on the 29th, this was the 
first time that he really asked you to get involved in anything by way 
of activity i 

Mr. Ulasewicz. That is correct. 

Mr. Sucre. Now, did you check with Mr. Caulfield and find out 
whether or not Mr. Ivalmbach was operating with any authority ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. No; Mr. Ivalmbach had received my telephone 
number from Mr. Caulfield, but I did not discuss it with Mr. Caulfield 
in any way. 

Mr. Sucre. Did Mr. Caulfield inform you that lie had given Mr. 
Ivalmbach your number? 

Mi% Ulasewicz. At a subsequent time. I do not know if it even came 
up, but nothing was relative to me about that. 

Mr. Shcre. But at the period of time in terms of the 23th or 29th 
of June 1972, you merely relied on Mr. Ivalmbach’s statement ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Only Mr. Ivalmbach, correct. 

Incidentally, I may say another conversation that occurred, recall- 
ing as you are asking me — in that room with Mr. Ivalmbach. also, 
one of his instructions was that I discuss it absolutely with no one. And 
when we got into it later on the telephone, to make sure of that, I said 
to Mr Ivalmbach — at one point he asked me how I would be delivering 
the money or how the undertaking would go on — I said to Sir. Kalm- 
bach, it would be better if you did not know what manner or method 
I am going to use to distribute it. I understand what you want and 
I am going to deliver it to the best of my ability, but I do not think you 
should know. I told him something like Washington would be a 
sieve. If it leaks out what I am doing, you would certainly always 
feel that I failed in your trust. I said as far as your situation, what- 
ever your contact is, I will not know it and you will never accuse me 
of leaking out something I do not know. 

Mr. Shcre. Then can I assume by your statement that you did not 
discuss this activity with Mr. Ehrliehman either, is that correct l 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Sucre. Obviously, this was an unusual activity, was it not? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Well, depending on who was doing it. To me it was 
not unusual. It was just another assignment. 
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Mr. Ulasewicz. Correct, sir. 

Senator Weicker. You were paid a salary from May of 1969 to 
December of 1972? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. July of 1969. 

Senator Weicker. July of 1969 to December 1972, correct? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. 1972 December would be correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. You were paid $22,000 per year, is that correct? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. That is correct. Last year was $2,000 per month, 
was $24,000 in the final year. 

Senator Weicker. And expenses, isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. And expenses, yes, sir.. 

Senator Weicker. Could you indicate to me the amount of the 
expenses per year? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Roughly about $1,000 a month. 

Senator Weicker. Somewhere in the neighborhood of $12,000 per 
year in addition to the $22,000 salary? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. That is correct, sir, 

Senator Weicker. And this payroll was the payroll of Mr. Kalm- 
bach ? s law firm ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. That is correct. - 

Senator Weicker. And your instructions with the exception of the 
moneys that you discussed this morning relative to the defendants, the 
Watergate defendants, your instructions came from Mr. Caulfield? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. That is correct. 

Senator Weicker. And you knew that Mr. Caulfield was in the White 
House? 

Mr. U lasewicz. Y es, sir. 

Senator Weicker. So that in effect you were paid by Mr. Kalmbach, 
your instructions came from the White House ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Correct, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Now, I would like to, if I could, try to get into 
the general nature of the investigations, the other investigations, which 
you conducted. Is it a fact that these investigations or some of these 
® investigations, were background checks on individuals intended to 
develop questionable facets of the personal lives of these individuals? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Now, when we are talking about questionable 
facets, would this include sexual habits? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. These were allegations and that might be included 
in the category, I guess. 

Senator Weicker. That would be included in the category. Drinking 
habits ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Domestic problems? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Personal social activities ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. These background checks, is there any other, let 
me ask you the question, is there any other, general category which you 
would assign to these background checks? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Yes: there would have been backgrounds on various 
other individuals, corporations, organizations, and any allegations, 
and allegations concerning political figures. 
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Senator Weicker. All right, I haven’t gotten into asking you the 
question as to who you perform these checks on. I am just trying to 
get at the nature of the investigation and I think we have checked out 
domestic problems, their drinking habits, personal social activities, 
sexual habits. 

Is there any other type of activity which was investigated relative 
to any corporation or individual ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. No; it would depend on the allegation — would de- 
pend on the degree of investigation. There wasn't a complete investiga- 
tion on any one person with all those titles involved. Sometimes it was 
an allegation of drinking or what it might be and I might just keep 
my investigation to that particular category. 

Senator Weicker. Now, can we categorize in a general way those 
individuals or corporations that were investigated by you? Were 
potential political opponents of the President so investigated ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Were other political figures, aside from potential 
political opponents of the President investigated? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Probably, yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. And were the individuals in this category — were 
they entirely background checks prior to employment or was it for 
some other reason ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Some would be prior to employment and-some would 
be as a result of an allegation in a newspaper or something of that 
type ‘ 

Senator Weicker. Did you ever file your investigations in a written 
form? <- 

Mr. Ulasewicz. No, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Why not ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. When I took the assignment it was set up that I 
would report directly and verbally. I was to keep no files. 

Senator Weicker. Did you at any time conduct any electronic 
surveillance on any individual, either in the form of the bug or the 
tap? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. No, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Were your investigations, or were these investiga- 
tions intended to develop lists of contributors to political candidates? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Now, how would you go about this problem ? You 
are trying to develop a list of potential political contributors. What 
do you investigate to develop a list ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Well, in fact, the assignment would be given to me 
in a manner that, to limit the lists, for instance, to those on file here 
in the Senate and to get the papers that were filed concerning their 
contributors. I was never asked to go out and get a list right from 
the start, for instance, I was not asked to get a list of contributors. I 
might be told, go up to the Senate, go to the Senate office. I might get 
a list of 10 or 12 contributors, if they had such a thing. I would get the 
list of people who contributed. 

In other instances, I might go to the State Capitol and go into 
the public office and ask, are these records public, are they available 
and they would give them to me. Sometimes they were filed by the 
candidate. 
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At times, I would go into the candidate’s office and get the list, liow 
much was contributed and peruse the matter. 

Senator Weicker. So actually, this compiling of the list was done 
entirely through public records? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Now, let us get back to the individuals you in- 
vestigated. How was it possible to get into the matters of domestic 
problems, drinking habits, social activity and sexual activity, just 
from a matter of public record ? 

Mr. I Jlasewtcz. Well, the allegation would first cause — the incident 
would first have had to occur when I received the investigation. If it 
was an allegation of, a drinking allegation, we might take, I would 
then develop that lead by reading what the allegation was, going into 
the area in the most discreet manner that I would know how, and I 
did so for several years. And I would develop whether it happened or 
not and a very high percentage of these allegations were false. But I 
would develop my leads by interviewing bartenders, patrons, what- 
ever time it might take, how long — if it were a hotel, hotel employees, 
waiters. Those kind of people are the most talkative. 

Senator Weicker. So in these situations, the information sought 
was not necessarily a matter of public record ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. That is right. 

Senator Weicker. It could have been a matter of personal inter- 
view. 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Correct, sir. 

Senator Weicker. We have now got potential political contributors, 
we have potential political opponents of the President, we have other 
political types. What othex' types of individuals did you investigate ? 

Again, in the categories ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. They might be members, might be members of a 
political family. It might be a son or a nephew or something of that 
type, perhaps an allegation of some possible misconduct, and I would 
go out on it to see whether or not it was true and develop it and re- 
turn and give my report. That would likewise be done by going into 
the area, possibly making my own observations, interviewing people 
that might be familiar with the circumstances, the surroundings. I 
would determine habits, et cetera. 

Also, in many instances, another category were persons seeking, who 
would be probably seeking visits to the White House or something of 
that type. They might want to know if it was a large group, they 
might want to know the political affiliations. That would be the regis- 
tration records that would be concerned and I would go out and look 
at the public records for their registration, what party records there 
are prior to them coming in. 

Senator Weicker. Ail right. Any other categories such as groups 
oriented toward a particular philosophy or politics? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. In the outset of my investigations, early in the out- 
set, when w T e were going over the problems with dissident groups 
within, picketing here at the White House and relatively, I had left 
from my experience in the police department, I might follow up on 
that. But that gradually phased out. 

Senator Weicker. So in fact, Mr. Ulasewicz — let me ask you this. 

Is there anything else — I do not want to cut 3*011 off in any way here; 
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Senator Baker. According to my — *1 have a copy of the transcript 
of your previous testimony, page 702, which we will supply you. It 
indicates that it was your thought that it was Mr. Ehrlichman who 
was originally responsible for your being hired ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Yes; he interviewed me for the position; right. But 
the original contact for me to take this assignment came from Mr. 
Caulfield. Mr. Caulfield was not in a position to hire me or pay my 
salary. 

Subsequently, a meeting was arranged where I would be interviewed 
about the job by Mr. Ehrlichman. 

Senator Baker. And that in fact happened l 

Mr. Ulasewicz. That happened. And following that, the acceptance 
of me, I was interviewed by Mr. Kalmbach in order to set up my pay, 
and so forth. 

Senator Baker. Did Ehrlichman describe to you the type of your 
probable assignments if you were in fact hired ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. There was only, the conversation included, regard- 
ing my work, confidential investigations that might come from time 
to time of any type and that it was on a trial basis to see how it would 
work out. 

Senator Baker. Surely he described to you what he meant by confi- 
dential investigations? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Yes, sir. He mentioned that there would be some, 
some would be political figures of Republican or any other party, 
Democratic Party. There would be backgrounds on persons who may 
be, or want to become visitors to, persons who may be sought for ap- 
pointment to jobs, positions within the Government, types of investi- 
gations that’ they might not want a public, say an agent or a bureau 
or the Secret Service or somebody of that type, because a record would 
be made and they may have a background on such a person. And I 
would say that is about the general theme of that conversation. 

Senator Baker. That is a great deal. You have told us everything 
except 

Mr, Ulasewicz. We, he did not actually go into all that, but that is 
what it meant to me. 

Senator Baker. Did he name names of people he wanted to look into 
or investigate or 

Mr. Ulasewicz. No, sir. 

Senator Baker. Did you later undertake such investigations ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Yes, sir. 

Senator Baker. Can you tell us of whom and about what ? 

Let me say this, Mr. Chairman. It is my understanding that Mr. 
Ulasewicz will once again return for further testimony in another 
category of testimony. 

Mr. Ulasewicz. That is correct. 

Senator Baker. So we will abbreviate this inquiry at this point, with 
the full understanding that we can pursue that aspect of it later. 

But back on the matter of who hired you and for what purpose. 
It is your clear understanding that Mr. Ehrlichman was the one who 
finally passed on your appointment ? 

Mr. Ulasewicz. Correct, sir. 
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[The documents referred to were marked exhibit No. 347 - 3 .*] 

Mr. Dean. Mr. Malek was to take charge -and Mr. Haldeman was 
to be brought in as the “Lord High Executioner” when a leak was 
uncovered. The committee will note from the documents I have sub- 
mitted, this project was to complement and not compete with the 
plumbers. To the best of my knowledge this project never uncovered 
the source of a single leak. 

I shall turn now, pursuant to the committee’s request of me, from 
lea,ks to the matter of political intelligence, with the hope that my 
voice will hold up through this entire statement. 

Interest in Political Intelligence 

The pre-reelection White House thrived on political gossip and 
political intelligence. I knew of the type of information they sought 
even before I joined the White House staff. During the summer of 
1969, while I was working at the Justice Department, the then Dep- 
uty Attorney General, Richard Kleindienst, called me into his office 
and told me that the White House wanted some very important in- 
formation. Mr. Kleindienst instructed me to call Mr. DeLoach, then 
Deputy Director of the FBI, and obtain from him information re- 
garding the foreign travels of Mary Jo Kopechne. I was told that 
Mr. DeLoach would be expecting a call from me and once I had the 
information in hand, I was to give it to Jack Caulfield at the White 
House. 

This incident stuck in my mind because of the rather sensitive 
nature of the information being obtained from the FBI and the fact 
that I was made the courier of the information. 

To this day I can only speculate that I was asked to convey the 
information so that others could deny they had done so should the 
jjatter become known. 

It was not until I joined the White House staff and Caulfield was 
^placed on my staff that I learned that Caulfield was assigned to 
develop political intelligence on Senator Edward Kennedy. 

Mr. Caulfield told me that within some 6 hours of the accident at 
Chappaquiddick on July 18, 1969, he had a friend named Tony on 
the scene, who remained on the scene conducting a private investiga- 
tion of the matter and reporting pertinent information back to him. 
It was not until this spring that I knew or could remember Tony’s full 
name — Anthony Ulasewicz. Caulfield told me that Mr. Ulasewicz posed 
as a newspaper reporter, and always asked the most embarrassing 
questions at any press gathering related to the Chappaquiddick inci- 
dent. Caulfield also informed me that his instructions were to continue 
surveillance of Senator Kennedy and that he was doinf so on a selected 
basis. I was told by Caulfield that although he had been assigned 
to my staff that he would continue to perform various intelligence 
gathering functions assigned to him by Mr. Ehrlichman or Mr. 
Haldeman. 

I recall only once becoming involved in Mr. Caulfield’s activities 
relating to Senator Kennedy. That occurred in the fall of 1971 when 
I received a call from Larry Higby, who later — and I can say later 
these talks were followed up with Mr. Strachan, who told me that 


•See p. 1111. 
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Haldeman wanted 24-hour surveillance of Senator Kennedy and regu- 
lar reports on his activities. I passed this on to Caulfield and we dis- 
cussed it. He told me that he thought that this was most unwise 
because it would require several men and also could uncover his 
activities in that Senator Kennedy was bound to realize he was under 
surveillance and given the fact that it could easily be misinterpreted 
as someone who was planning an attack on his life, and the police or 
the FBI might be called in to investigate. I agreed fully with Caul- 
field. After some initial resistance. I convinced Higby that it was a 
bad idea to have a day-in-and-day-out surveillance and it was called 
off. Instead, Caulfield was to keep a general overview of Senator 
Kennedy’s activities and pursue specific investigations of activities 
that might be of interest. 

Caulfield seldom informed me of his findings, but occasionally he 
would bring matters to my attention. For example, Caulfield was 
instructed to investigate Senator Kennedy’s visit to Honolulu in 
August 1971. I have submitted to the committee a copy of his report, 
which he passed on for me to see, along with several followup memo- 
randums relating to the visit. 

[The document referred to was marked exhibit No. 34-A.*] 

Mr. Dean. Political intelligence often came from unexpected sources. 
For example, during this last spring of 1972, a top man at the Secret 
Service brought me information regarding Senator McGovern. I 
asked Mr. Coison if he were interested. He was very interested and had 
the information published. 

The persons on the White House staff who were most interested in 
political intelligence were Ehrlichman, Haldeman, and Colson. As the 
reelection campaign drew closer, I would have to say that it was prin- 
cipallv Colson and sometimes Haldeman who sought information from 
my office that had political implication to it. While I have been unable 
to make a complete review of my office files to document the many types 
of inquiries, I do have some documents that evidence a fair sampling 
of the type of requests that were frequently made of me and how they 
were handled by my office. The documents are extremely sensitive and 
could be injurious to innocent people whose names are mentioned in 
them. Accordingly, I have submitted them for the committee’s use, and 
I am prepared to answer any questions the committee may have regard- 
ing these documents. 

[The documents referred to were marked exhibit No. 34-5 for 
identification only and are not for publication.] 

Mr. Dean. In addition to the rather wide ranging types of inquiries 
evidenced by the documents I have just referred to, and in addition to 
the extensive efforts to obtain politically embarrassing information on 
Senator Kennedy, there were also frequent efforts to obtain politically 
embarrassing information on Mr. Lawrence O’Brien, the Democratic 
National Committee chairman. Senator Muskie, and Senator McGov- 
ern. While the involvement of my office in seeking such information 
was peripheral, I have submitted to the committee records and docu- 
ments which show the efforts of the White House to politically embar- 
rass those individuals. 

[The documents referred to were marked exhibits Nos. 34-6, 34-7, 
and 34-8 for identification only and are not for publication.] 
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Mr. Dean. Again, because of the very sensitive nature of informa- 
tion contained in these documents, and the problems that information 
might unfairly cause those individuals, I shall not discuss the docu- 
ments further, other than to point out to the committee that the inter- 
est in Mr. Larry O’Brien dates back, from my records, to the time I 
first joined the White House staff in July 1970, while the interest in 
Senators Muskie and McGovern developed as the reelection campaign 

( developed. 

I would now like to turn to a political intelligence and security plan 
that was designed for the campaign, but ultimately was rejected. 

Operation Sand wedge 

While Caulfield was a member of my staff, the use of Mr. Ulasewicz 
slowly diminished, in that I had no need for such investigative work, 
and I only requested Caulfield to obtain investigative information 
when someone else on the staff requested it. While I did try to find 
assignments for Caulfield that related to the work of the counsel’s 
office it was difficult in that he was not a lawyer. 

Mr. Caulfield was aware of this situation and in the spring of 1971 
he came to me and told me that he was thinking of leaving the White 
House staff and establishing an investigative/security consulting cor- 
poration. He felt that there was a need and a market for what he 
described as a “Kepublican intertel” — Intertel being a firm being a long 
established firm that has been in existence working in this field. He 
told me that he could have a going concern by campaign time and that 
his firm could provide investigative/security assistance to the 
campaign. 

We casually discussed this on several occasions. The basic and initial 
concept he had developed was an operation that could be funded by 
contracts with corporations. Mr. CaulfieM’s firm would provide services 
for these corporations, but it would also provide free services to the 
1972 reelection campaign. I recall telling Caulfield that I could not help 
him in the intelligence field because I did not have any expertise in 
the area but I advised him that he should work with a lawyer in de- 
veloping the concept he had outlined to me because it was fraught with 
legal problems. For example, I told him corporations are prohibited 
under Federal law from making direct campaign contributions. 

Shortly after these conversations, Caulfield informed me that he had 
formed a group to develop a plan to submit to Mr. Ehrlichman, Mr. 
Haldeman, and Mr. Mitchell. The planning group intended to become 
the principal officers of the corporation once it commenced its activity. 
Caulfield and the group spent several months developing their plans 
and in early August or September of 1971 Caulfield brought me a copy 
of a memorandum entitled Operation Sandwedge and told me he 
was seeking a meeting with Mr. Ehrlichman to discuss the matter and 
requested that I assist him in getting a meeting with Mr. Mitchell. I 
do not know if Mr. Caulfield met with Mr. Ehrlichman. If he did, I 
was noppresent and have no knowledge of the meeting. 

I read the memorandum and found it to be a privately operated ex- 
tension of the types of things that Caulfield had been performing for 
Ehrlichman. I returned the memorandum to Caulfield and told him 
I would raise it with Mitchell. To the best of my recollection Opera- 
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it was a silly idea was the reason that the — 

Mr, Caulfield. It was made in strong terms to Mr. Dean 
verbally, and I think it’s a matter of record. - 

f" 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Prior to 1971, had you been 
asked to conduct any inquiries into any matters concerning 
Senator Kennedy? 

Mr* Caulfield. Yes, in 19 69 there was a request to have 
the facts" surrounding Chappaquiddick determined by Mr*. Ulasewicz 
directed by Mr. Ehrlichman through me, to have Mr.. Ulasewicz 
conduct an inquiry surrounding the incident at Chappaquiddick. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. And was this on the occasion of the 
hiring of Mr. Ulasewicz? 

Mr* Caulfield* . Yes. 


Mr. Lackritz.: That was the first investigation Mr. 

was asked to conduct? 

Mr. Caulfield. That's correct. 


Ulasewif 


c 


Mr. Lackritz* Do you recall how Mr. Ulasewicz was reporting 
back to you on the progress of the investigation? 

Mr. Caulfield. Verbally. 

Mr. Lackritz. And were these verbal reports subsequently 
typed up in memoranda form? 

I Mr. Caulfield. Only if there was any matter of significance 

involved, and I don't think there were very many reports. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you recall Mr. Rebozo coming to Washington 
D. C. during this investigation of the Chappaquiddick. incident? 


( 353 ) 



*1 ‘ 

16 16 - 7 J0R N CAULFIELD TESTIMONY, MARCH 25 1974 3 SSC EXECUTIVE SESSION 16 


16 


P 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
ix 
12 
13 

.14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


| Ml 

jmation 


discussing Mr. Ulasewicz with Miss Woods. 

Mr. Lackritz.. Did you ever go to her to ask her for infor- 
for the purpose of — in pursuit of an investigation that 
you were conducting? •*' 

Mr. Caulfield. The only thing that I can recall in that 
context was one time there was concern for the whereabouts of. 
young Donald Nixon and if I am not mistaken,* I think we discusse4 
his whereabouts, and if I am not mistaken, Mr. Ehrlichman had 
asked if Mr. Ulasewicz could determine where young Donald Nixon 
was ... And I think that she had some information indicating that 
he might have been out in California and .1 discussed with her the 
details that she had, so that Mr. Ulasewicz* s job might be easie^ 
in locating youngDonald Nixon. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you explain to her the purpose for you 
asking this^ information? 

Mr. Caulfield.* I 'don't understand the question. 

Mr. Lackritz Did you say, I need this information because 
X am trying to find him and get him out of trouble .'or did you 
tell her that you understood that he was in some trouble, or did 
you explain to her any of your reason for wanting to knov his 
whereabouts? 

Mr. Caulfield. I do. not recall specifically, but if fir. 
Ehrlichman had asked me to locate young Donald Nixon and Rose 
Woods had sprue information as to where he might be, I would have 
explained that to her in order to more quickly, get to the bottom 

. ' *;) 
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17. On or about November 1, 1969 Attorney General Mitchell requested 
the FBI’s views as to the type of coverage to be used on Joseph Kraft. 

The Domestic Intelligence Division of the FBI recommended ’’spot” physical 
surveillance and a survey to determine the feasibility of a telephone 
wiretap. Subsequently Director Hoover sent to the Attorney General a 
request that the wiretap be authorized. The spot physical surveillance 
was initiated on or about November 5, 1969, and continued until 
December 12, 1969, when it was discontinued as unproductive. The 
Attorney General never signed an approval of the, wiretap and therefore, 
at that time, no wiretap was instituted. 

Page 

17.1 Summary of FBI file on Joseph Kraft wiretap, June 

1973, prepared by House Judiciary Committee staff... ♦ .. 356 
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Sensitive FBI documents dealing with the wiretap of Joseph Kraft examined 
by the House Judiciary Committee disclosed that the FBI has no record that a 
wiretap of Joseph Kraft was ever conducted by the FBI itself. The FBI records 
disclose that the FBI did have information that in 1969 John Ehrlichman had 
directed a wiretap on Kraft that was installed while Kraft was on vacation. 

The wiretap was removed before his return, and John Caulfield, who installed the 
tap, assumed that the "bug" was removed because the White House had convinced the 
FBI to take over the tap. 

The FBI documents also contain 19 pages of recorded material from microphone 
coverage of Kraft in a foreign country. The records indicate that Assistant FBI 
Director William Sullivan, apparently with the knowledge and consent of Director 
Hoover, traveled to the foreign country and arranged for microphone coverage of 
Kraft’s hotel room through local authorities. 

The FBI documents also show letters from the FBI to John Ehrlichman concerning 
this wiretap dated July 15, 1969 and November 7, 1969. A copy of the November 7 
letter was also sent to Attorney General Mitchell. 

Consideration was given to installing a wiretap on Kraft in the United States, 
but due to failure of the Attorney General to provide written approval, a tap was 
never installed. 

A memorandum from William Sullivan to Assistant FBI Director C.D. DeLoach, 
dated November 4, 1969, discussed the Attorney General’s request for coverage on 
Kraft. The Attorney General had asked for the FBI’s views as to the most effective 
type of coverage. The FBI had responded that close physical surveillance of Kraft 
was too dangerous, but that a selective spot surveillance in the evenings to check 
on his social contacts would be safe and productive. The FBI was directed to study 
the feasibility of installing a wiretap on Kraft’s telephone at his office and 
residence, but the Attorney General never signed an authorization, and the tap was 
not installed. 
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Sullivan sent a further memorandum dated December 11, 1969 reporting that the 
spot physical surveillance of Kraft had been unproductive from an intelligence 
standpoint, and recommending that it be terminated. Sullivan’s memorandum further 
noted that the Attorney General had not responded to the FBI request for 
authorization of a wiretap, and that the matter should therefore be dropped. The 
spot physical surveillance was discontinued on December 12, 1969. 
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In or about January 1970 H. R. Haldeman and John Ehrlichman 
permitted the information contained in one of the summaries of the 
1969-71 wiretaps to be used in connection with political action in 
opposition to persons critical of the Administration’s Vietnam policy. 
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jg>j J . EDGAR HOOVER LETTER , DECEMBER 29 , 

TO? SECRET 1 

UNITED STATES DETAxlTM ENT OF JUSTICE 
EEUERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

VASBINCTON. D.C. 20i35 

December 29, 1959 


The President 
The White House 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. President: 

Previous communications have set forth information 
which we obtained from extremely sensitive sources concerning 
contacts made by M a former White House staff 

member who is now employed by 


/V was recently in. contact with an unicentiried 
individual who told A/ that he had received a call from 
Clark Clifford. Clifford is probably identical with the former 
Secretary of Defense. According to this individual he and 
Clifford discussed an article which Clifford nay be preparing. 

He said that Clifford is concerned about M sharpening up his 
attack on Nixon” and that apparently he had obtained ”old Nixon 
statements,” one being to the effect that President Thieu is 
one of the five greatest r.en of our time. Another statement is 
that Vietnam is one of the finest hours in United States history. 


He said that Clifford felt that whs 


the article will be 


published 'trill depend on what alternative he, Clifford, has to 


offer and 


Lifford asked him what alternative he could offer 


This unidentified individual did not indicate what hz 
Clifford. 


told 


This individual also wondered whether he could 
ethically go to a meeting with'ftenry” today, December 29, 
to discuss the same subject, as Z- had 

him 1 Henry' "wants to see him then. He also told a / 

an article may appear in ’life” magazine which would be 


1969, 

told 

that 

followed 


TOP SECRET 
Group 1 

Excluded from automatic 
downgrading and 
declassification 


NOTE : AT THE REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE J THE CHAIRMAN, AND RANKING 

MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAI CERTAIN MATERIAL BE DELETED PRIOR TO 
PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE COMMITTEE. ON THE JUDICIARY. 
DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER 
DESIGNATION . 
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- 1 J. EDGAR HOOVER LETTER ■ DECEMBER 29. 

TOP SECRET 


The President 


by an interview of Clifford in ‘’Time" magazine. Clifford then 
may appear on “Meet the Press. 1 * This individual then discussed 
the fact that he had to submit an outline of the article and 
an introduction to it to Clifford. Ha said that he had told 
Clifford that the main thrust of the .article should be “everything 
out by the end of 1971, “ and that Clifford had not rejected this 
idea . 


Sincerely yours 



18.2 ALEXANDER BUTTERFIELD MEMORANDUM , JANUARY 8 r 1970 


January £ , 1970 

TOP SF CUF T 

ME MO E ANDU M FOR : MR . MAGR UDER 

FROM: ALEXANDER P. BUTTERFIELD 

RE: J. Edgar IIoover'3 December 29th Letter to 

The President Concerning A/ and 

Clark Clifford 


In rl-cponsc to your query, here arc my initial thoughts on the matter: 

-- You should go -- first of all --to Al Haig (not to L ) and 

find out who participated in Kcnry’e December 29th meeting. If 
he had more than one group meeting on thM cay, you couLd cay 
that ijt is your understanding that this particular meeting concerned 
Vietnam and options a 3 to our future courses of action there* 

You should get ahold of the speeches or talks in which Mi, Nixon 
(the candidate) made the state menta mentioned in the second para- 
graph ... in order to know and under. n land the context. 

-- The name of the game, of course, is to get ourselves springloadcd 
to a position from which we can effectively counter whatever tack 
Clifford takes . * , and it wouLd appear that the memorandum you 
showed to rnc provides the basic framework for his plan. 

-- Al Haig can get you squared away on at least a preliminary scheme 
V\' c can build from there. 

Needless to say, this item is every bit as sensitive as the memo- 
randum indicates* 

CV r 'T 


> NOTE: THIS DOCUMENT WAS SUBMITTED TO TEE HOUSE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE BY 

ALEXANDER BUTTERFIELD . IN HIS TESTIMONY BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON 
JULY 2 , 1974 , MR. BUTTERFIELD IDENTIFIED THE DOCUMENT AS A TRUE 
COPY OF A MEMORANDUM WHICH HE SENT TO JEB MAGRUDER ON JANUARY 8, 
1970, IN RESPONSE TO A QUESTION FROM MR. MAGRUDER. 

THE DELETED PORTIONS OF THIS DOCUMENT WERE DELETED BY THE CHAIRMAN 
AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER OF THE COMMITTEE PRIOR TO PUBLIC 
RELEASE OF THE DOCUMENT . DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED INDIVIDUALS 
HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER DESIGNATIONS. 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 8, 1969 

TOP SECRET 

MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. MAG RUDER 

FROM: ALEXANDER P.. BUTTERFIELD 

J, Edgar Hoover's December 29th Letter to 
the President Concerning A/ and 

Clark Clifford 


It would be interesting to me -- first of all -- to go to A1 Haig 
(not to L. ) and find out who participated in Henry's 

December 29th meeting. If he had more than one group meet- 
ing on that day, you could say it is your understanding that tnis 
particular meeting concerned Vietnam and options as to" our 
future courses of action there. 

I would want to get ahold of the speeches or talks in which Mr. 
Nixon made the statements mentioned in the second paragraph ... 
in order to know and understand the context in which the state- 
ments were made. 

Needless to say, this item is every bit as sensitive as the memo- 
randum Indicates. 

The name of the game, of course”, is to springload ourselves to a 
position from which we can effectively counter whatever tac^. 

Clifford takes and it would appear that this memorandum 

provides the basic framework for his plan. 

TOP SECRET 


NOTE: THIS DOCUMENT IS FROM THE FILES OF JEB MAGRUDER. ALEXANDER 

BUTTERFIELD 3 IN HIS TESTIMONY BEFORE TEE HOUSE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
ON JULY 2, 1974 , STATED THAT HE DID NOT ■ WRITE THE MEMORANDUM AND 
HAD NEVER SEEN J. EDGAR HOOVER'S JANUARY 1970 MEMORANDUM TO THE 
PRESIDENT. THE DATE OF THE MEMORANDUM IS APPARENTLY A TYPOGRAPHI- 
CAL ERROR. 

THE DELETED PORTIONS OF THIS DOCUMENT WERE DELETED BY TEE CHAIRMAN 
AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER OF THE COMMITTEE PRIOR TO PUBLIC 
RELEASE OF THE DOCUMENT. DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED INDIVIDUALS 
HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER DESIGNATIONS. 
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MEMORANDUM 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

Washington 


January 12, 1970 


MEMORANDUM FOR JE3 MAC-RUDER 
FROM: JIM KEOGH 

SUBJECT: The Presidents Remarks- About Vietnam and 

President Thieu 

On July 30, when the President was visiting United States troops 
at the headquarters of the First Infantry Division at Di An in 
Vietnam, he centered his remarks on the difficulties of the U. S. 
role in the war. In the course of these remarks, he praised the 
men for fighting on courageously despite divided opinion and a 
lack of unders landing at home. He reaffirmed the American goal 
of bringing the war to an early end in a way that would enable the 
people of South Vietnam and of Asia to choose their own way and 
to have real peace. After commenting that this period of history 
probably will be remembered as the time when man landed on the 
Moon, he said: "But also out here in this dreary, difficult war, 

I think history will record that this may have been one of Amer- 
ica's finest hours, because we took a difficult task and we succeeded 

The following day, chatting with reporters on Air Force One, as 
he flew toward New Delhi, the President discussed his visit to 
Vietnam and expressed new praise and support for the Saigon 
Government. So far as I know, there is no transcript of these 
remarks, so we have no precise record of the President's words. 
However, Max Frankel of the New York Times reported: Tf . . .He 

called Mr. Thieu probably one of the four or five best political 
leaders in the world. M Don Goer dorfer of the IV ashing ton Post 
wrote that he called President Thieu "one of the four or five best 
politicians in the world. " The Washington Star put it this way: 

"He described Thieu as a very capable guy, an excellent politician 
-- probably one of the four or five best in the world. " 

It seems to me that neither statement is particularly vulnerable 
when placed in context; the trouble is that they will be used out of 
context. 
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18.4 JEB MAGRUDER MEMORANDUM^ JANUARY 15, 1970 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASIXIM OTO?I 

January 15, 1970 


CONFIDENTIAL 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 


FROM: 


RE: 


A 


H. R. HALDEMAN 


t\ / 

AN / 


JOHN D. 


EHRLICHMAN 

aM P 

I A‘\ l\ 


JEB S . MAGRUDER 


Impending Article by Clark Clifford 
Against Our Polity, in Vietnam 


VJ 


J* Edgar Hoover’s memorandum to the President regarding the poten- 
tial problem that is developing with Clark Clifford has been checked out 
thoroughly. He is going to write an article for LIFE that will be pub- 
lished within the next month. As far as v/e know, it will be a very strong 
article against our policy in Vietnam, utilizing quotes and information he 
has regarding the President, a.nd probably suggesting complete troop 
withdrawal by the end of 1970. 

We are in a position to counteract this article in any number of ways. 

It has been suggested that the best approach would be to run a simultaneous 
article in LOOK about our success in Vietnam by someone like Dean 
Acheson. I have asked A1 Haig to see if this could be done. There might 
be other people who could also write similar articles. I am thinking 
particularly of Sir Robert Thompson. ^ * 

We could also be prepared to launch an effective counteraction if we felt 
it was warranted, by utilizing Administration spokesmen on television, 
by letters to LIFE relating the true context of the President’s remarks, 
or by relating some of Clifford’s activities to the press that would indi- 
cate the hypocrisy of his position. It has also been suggested that doing 
nothing might be the most effective response— ifTVU. 

7%*- K4k*r- 1) &»*/{> 

We do not have much time to develop countermeasures of the type Imave — * 

indicated unless it is decided to go ahead. Please give me your opinion 
as to the correct approach as soon as possible. 

/LaxsaAy 

i ■■ i i 


CONFIDENTIAL, 


'—A*, i 


( 365 ) 



18. 5 UNDATED JOHN EHRLICHMAN MEMORANDUM 


t 

THE SUMMER WHITE HOUSE 

SAN CLEMENTE, CALIFORNIA 

-A — 

< \LU CO 

£>\ U 3 GLr\n\wc . 

~W£La_cA A\7 lO'v€L <^0 - 
UovL\ 0^0 - 0 

CLtcl ~v\Ai 
< 2 ^ j2+{jzj&Sb^T 
&€T3 -5T 1 v “Vo 

\ (Lio<3J\ cTTyo. 

QjtX'O'^ — V 
<^2_ vi^A^j2-cL ^ 

( QxxSL^~ V. CTr\ 

( XZ_s_ 

<^"2 ua_ VCL vvl^cxxQ^ <S> V/O 

JOHN EHRLICHMAN V-7 ' 

^tTtCe^ ^«-a. -VUU>\ 


(a66) 




18.5 UNDATED JOHN EHRLICHMAN MEMORANDUM 


o r* 

OC 


THE SUMMER WHITE HOU 

SAN CLEMENTE, CALIFORNIA 



VMSL 

It i ' * — ' v A- ' " ' 

vJ vQ\- y'yQIma v l 

Uu.dsA ^ 

(mace ? 


JOHN EHRLICHMAN 


( 367 ) 



18.6 H.R . HALDEMAN TRANSMITTAL MEMORANDUM 


THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

DATE. 

FROM: B03 HALDEMAN 



PYI - PLEASE HANDLE 

PLEASE REVIEW AND SEE ME 

OTHER: 


7 




'+9 C 







t 
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19 . 


Until May 13, 1970 summaries of "top secret" wiretap material 
were sent by Director Hoover to the President and to Kissinger. After 
that date, following a meeting among the President, J. Edgar Hoover and 
Haldeman, the summaries were sent to Haldeman alone. According to the 
FBI, there were 37 letters to Kissinger between May 13, 1969 and May 11, 
1970; there were 34 letters to the President dated from July 10, 1969 to 
May 12, 1970; there were 52 letters to Haldeman dated from July 10, 1969 to 
February 11, 1971; and there were 15 letters to Ehrlichman dated from 
July 25, 1969 to September 22, 1969. - 

Page 

19.1 Memorandum from R. H. Haynes to W. C. Sullivan, May 15, 

1970 (received from Department of Justice) 370 

19.2 Henry Kissinger testimony. Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee Executive Session, September 17, 1973, 14.... 371 

19.3 Memorandum from T. J. Smith to E. S. Miller, May 13, 

1973, 1, 4 (received from Department of Justice) 372 
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19A FUL HAYNES. MEMORANDUM^ MAY IS, 1970 


un m :i ) s'; vv its < ;ov lk n m Ent 

Memorandum 


TO 


FROM 


SUBJECT: 


MR. W. C. SULLIVAN uate: 5/15/70 


R. H. HAYNES DO NOT FILE 

TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE REQUEST ■ 

WHITE HOUSE ~~“ 






In accordance with the Director's meeting with the 
President on 5/13/70, the results of very sensitive coverage 
requested by the National Security Council were personally 
delivered by liaison to Mr, H. R. Haldeman on 5/14/70. 


Haldeman advised Liaison Supervisor R. E. Haynes 
that this material, at the President's specific instructions,. 

was to be handed to him personally, and in the_event of — has 

absenge, it was to be giv en sea le d to h is Assistant, Lawrence M. 
Hjgby. He instructed Higby, in the presence of the Liaison 
Supervise r , t hat I- I jgby_w as to ho l d it unop ened fo r„ Ha Id eraan . 

Material previously furnished to General Haig for 
Djl*, KlbSiu&ux* wuulu remain in office, Haiu 0 iricin advised 

that the material he receives would be kept in hi s p ersonal 
safe in his office, and when he finished with specific items, 
he would return them to the Bureau through the same channels 
for destruction. 

Haldeman stated 
Kissinger would no longer 
advise him on the evening 
instructions . 

imaihke 

ORIGINAL ONLY 

/. '/■~o ' — /% y 

not" 3 ECO R DED ~ 

JUN 6 1973 


that, in view of the fact that 
be receiving this material, he would 
of 5/14/70 of the President's 



JUN 1 1 1973 ' 
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19. 2 HENRI KISSINGER TESTIWNI , SEPTEMBER 17, 197 3, SFRC EXECUTIVE SESSION, 
14 


Indistinct document retyped by 14 

House Judiciary Committee staff i 


Senator Case, He was the only one of those, if there were 
perhaps more than one but maybe not, tapped the longest, I 
guess, from the 4th of May 1969 to the 10th of February 1971. 

Mr. Kissinger. Senator, I never had any knowledge of 
when a tap was terminated. The only knowledge I would have of 
the continuation of taps would be if I received reports , I 
would receive reports in turn only if they contained national 
security information and after, I think, May 1970 I received 
no reports at all so that I would not know when a tap was 
terminated. That was done by a decision that I was not 
involved in. 

Senator Case. But your general recollection of it is that 
was not out in front as far as you were concerned 

here. 


knoi 


Mr. Kissinger. That is my recollection. And that is my 
knowledge unless there was a program before I was informed. 


Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 

NOTE; THE DELETED PORTIONS OF THIS DOCUMENT WERE DELETED BY TEE CHAIRMAN 
AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER PRIOR TO PUBLIC RELEASE OF TEE DOCUMENT . 
DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED INDIVIDUALS RAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER 
DESIGNATION , 
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19. Z T, J. SMITH MEMORANDUM, MAY 13 3 1973 , 1 3 4 


Mr. cr:-:- 

Mr. Ocveliv; 

Mr. Conrii 

Mr. Cethi-r. 

Mr. Jenxits _ - - 
* •'.fr. Mar* 5 *’-; 

■fir . Ear d 1 ey yV r : ^ 

■ Mr . Felt s?y 

•Mr. - E . S . Mi 1 1^:^ — 

■Mr . Wa 1 1 er s Tcie. ?^- 

•Mr. Wan nail -*• Eai ^ 

■Mr. 

Mr. Her* =r-» 

Mr. Co my - 

pursuant to instructions of the Acting Director, I — — 

met him at 11:00 AM on 5/12/73 in the office of Mr. Leonard ‘ 

Garment at room 128 of the Executive Office Building. We 
met Mr. Fred Buzhardt who took us to a room with a vault and 
turned over to us two sealed boxes which we determined to be 
official records of the FBI which had been in the protective 
custody of former Assistant to the Director William C. Sullivan 
prior to his retirement in October, 1971. 


Memorandum 

I 

to : Mr. E. S. Killer 

DATE: 5/13/73 

from : Mr. T * J * Smith 

1' 

1' 

G) 

t 1' 


.v 1 

SUBJECT: SENSITIVE COVERAGE PLACED AT THE * .Vf 1- 

REQUEST OF THE WHITE HOUSE °\ 


Mr. Buzhardt said that the records should be examined 
and that a receipt describing them should- be prepared and signed 
by*rae before they were removed from the vault. I then proceeded 
to examine the records and make an inventory in the form of a 
receipt- Fa eh hnx was invpntnri pH separately and a copy nf the 
receipt prepared by me is attached for information. 

I finished the inventory at about 2:30 PM and Mr. Garment 
then looked over the inventory receipt and I signed out of the 
•vault with the two boxes of records at 2:45 PM. A Secret Service 
Agent who had remained in the vault area while the records were 
being inventoried drove me to the Federal Triangle Building where 
the Intelligence Division is located. The records are presently 
being maintained under secure conditions in your office. 


The two boxes contain the original logs of intercepts of • 
the various electronic surveillances operated; the original, signed 
letters to the Attorney General, each signed by him, requesting 
authorization to install the electronic surveillances; Original 
letters to President Nixon, Dr. Kissinger, Mr. Haldeman, and Mr. 
Ehrlichman reporting on the results of the electronic surveillances: 
the FBI yellow file copies on the above-mentioned letters; copies 
of letters to the Attorney General advising of discontinuances of 
the electronic surveillances; cover memoranda relating to letters 
to the Attorney General, The President, Dr. Kissinger, Mr. Haldeman. 
?.and Mr. Ehrlichman; miscellaneous other correspondence, including 

cables to and from! relating to electronic surveillance 

coverage arranged by our ' / there, and general background 


. information. 
V> J Enclosures 


■ v> 


V * 


T JS : ts 


(7) . 

JUK4, 1973/ 


— ^ V MAY 2 9 1973 

ROUTE D\L*rwvT< 




I 


-<C 


10? SffiS 



\lJOTE: AT THE REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE , THE CHAIRMAN AND RANKING 

i MINORITY MEMBER DIRECTED THAT CERTAIN MATERIAL. BE. DELETED PRIOR TO 

PRESENTATION OF THE DOCUMENT TO THE COMMITTEE. ON THE JUDICIARY. 
DELETED NAMES OF WIRETAPPED INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY LETTER 

DESIGNATION. 
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19.3 T.J. SMITH MEMOBANDUM , MAY 13, 1973 J 3 J 4 





-2>, 


National Security Council - 

Qfe»sm,»l 7 5/29/69 - 2/10/71 

l^er/Sn\qvjj 6/4/69 “ 8/31/69 

Ehrlichman’s Office 7/23/69 - 10/2/69 


_ V 

A/ 

rvV 

$ 



A 


Z- 

zr 


White House 

staff 8/4/69 - 9/15/69 ; 

£/V<? wsr^anj 

9/10/69 - 11/4/69 


[Ne sMsmonJ 

5/4/70 - 2/10/71 



State Department 

5/4/70 - 



2/10/71 


State Department 

5/4/70 - 
■2/10/71 


National Security Council 5/13/70 - 2/10/71 

it_ j._* — *i o. x.. n - 4 i rr /i /«/s 

i naviuacu occur jl uy cuuucx jl v>/ jlo/ iu — 

2/10/71 

, White House staff 12/14/70 - 1/27/71 


Examination of the original letters to the White House 
reporting on results of the various electronic surveillances 
mai ntained during the project reveals the following: 

There were 37 letters to Dr. Kissinger dating from 
5/13/69 to 5/11/70. There were 34 letters to the President 
dating from 7/10/69 to 5/12/70. There were 52 letters to Mr. 
H.R. Haldeman datea from 7/10/69 to 2/10/71. There were 15 ‘ 

letters to Mr. Ehrlichman dating: from 9/22/69 to 7/25/69, -and 
these all related to £, who was apparently 

an assistant on Ehrlichman’s staff. In addition 

to electronic surveillance on £ the records reveal that 
the FBI also conducted a physical surveillance on 


In connection with the surveillance of E the records 
reveal that electronic and physical coverage was brought about 
when the Attorney General called and said that the President had 
ordered him to tell the Director he wanted a 24-hour surveillance 
and a tap on E and that we should report the results of the 
surveillance and tap to Ehrlichman. In signing the written 
authorization on this wiretap, the Attorney General wrote in his 
own handwriting " Higher authority has requested that this be done 
immediately for use prior to Thursday." 


- 4 - 


35-966 O - 74 - pt. 1-25 
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20. On June 5, 1970 the President, H. R. Haldeman, John 

Ehrlichman and Presidential Staff Assistant Tom Huston met with FBI 
Director J. Edgar Hoover, Defense Intelligence Agency Director Donald 
Bennett, National Security Agency Director Noel Gayler, and Central 
Intelligence Agency Director Richard Helms. The President dis- 
cussed the need for better domestic intelligence operations in light 
of an escalating level of bombings and other acts of domestic 
violence. He appointed Hoover, General Bennett, Admiral Gayler, and 
Helms to be an ad hoc committee to study intelligence needs and re- 
straints. He named Hoover as the chairman and Huston as the White 
House liaison. 


Page 

20.1 President Nixon statement, May 22, 1973, 9 Presi- 
dential Documents 693-94 376 

20.2 House Judiciary Committee summary of Tom Charles 
Huston testimony. Senate Armed Services Committee 


Executive Session, May 21, 1973, 133-35.. 378 

20.3 H.R. Haldeman testimony, 8 SSC 3027-28 379 

20.4 John Ehrlichman testimony, 6 SSC 2527... 381 


20.5 House Judiciary Committee summary of Tom Charles 
Huston testimony. House Armed Services Committee 
Executive Session, July 9, 1973, 1357-58, 1371-73. 382 
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20.1 PRESIDENT NIXON STATEMENT , MAI 22, 1973, 9 

PRESIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS 693-94 

PRESIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS: RICHAUO NIXON, 1773 


Run rig, who is now an associate judge of the U.S. Court 
of Claims. 

Mr. Sampson has been Acting Administrator of Gen- 
eral Services since June 2, 1972. He joined the General 
-Services Administration in 1969 as Commissioner of the 
Federal Supply Service. From 1970 to 1972 he was Com- 
missioner of the Public Buildings Service in GSA and the 
first Deputy Administrator of GSA for Special Projects. 

Fie came to the General Services Administration after 
6 years in Pennsylvania State government, where he was 
secretary of administration and budget secretary under 
Gov. Raymond P. Shafer, and deputy secretary for pro- 
curement, department of property and supplies, under 
Gov. William W. Scranton. Prior to entering government 
service, he was employed by the General Electric Co. for 
1 2 years. 

Mr. Sampson was bom on October 8, 1926, in Warren, 
R.I. He received his B.S. degr e e in business adminis- 
tration from the University of Rhode Island in 1951 and 
has done graduate work at the George Washington 
University. 

Active in several professional organizations, Mr. Samp- 
son was presented the Synergy III Award for outstanding 
contributions toward the advancement of architecture by 
the Society of American Registered Architects in 1972. 
In 1973 he was selected as one of the Top Ten Public 
Works Men of the Year, and he was named an honorary 
member of the American Institute of Architects. 

He and his wife, Blanche, have four children and reside 
in Washington, D.C. 

NOTE: For the President’s statement upon announcing his intention 
to nominate Mr. Sampson, see the preceding item. 


The Watergate Investigation 

Statements by the President. May 22, 1973 

Recent news accounts growing put of testimony in the 
Watergate investigations have given grossly misleading 
impressions of many of the facts, as they relate both to my 
own role and to certain unrelated activities involving na- 
tional security. 

Already, on the basis of second- and third -hand hearsay 
testimony by persons either convicted or themselves under 
investigation in the case, I have found myself accused of 
involvement in activities I never heard of until I read 
about them in news accounts. 

These impressions could also lead to a serious misunder- 
standing of those national security activities which, though 
totally unrelated to Watergate, have become entangled in 
the case. They could lead to further compromise of sensi- 
tive national security information. 


Volom* 


693 

I will not abandon rny responsibilities. I will continue 
to do the job I was elected to do. 

In the accompanying statement, I have set forth the 
facts as I know them as they relate to my own role. 

With regard to the specific allegations that have been 
made, I can and do state categorically: 

1. I. had no prior knowledge of the Watergate 
operation. 

2. I took no part in, nor was I aware of, any subsequent 
efforts that may have been made to cover up 
Watergate. 

3. At no time did I authorize any offer of executive 
clemency for the Watergate defendants, nor did I . 
know of any such offer. 

4. I did not know, until the time of my own investiga- 
tion, of any effort to provide the Watergate defend- 
ants with funds, 

5. At no time did I attempt, or did I authorize others « 
to- attempt, to implicate the CLA in the Watergate, 
matter. 

6. It was not until the time of my own investigation { 
that I learned of the break-in at the office of Mr. j 
Ellsberg’s psychiatrist, and I specifically authorized 
the furnishing of this information to Judge Byrne. 

7. I neither authorized nor encouraged subordinates to 
engage in illegal or improper campaign tactics* 

In the accompanying statement, I have sought to pro- 
vide the background that may place recent allegations in 
perspective. I have specifically stated that executive 
privilege will not be invoked as to any testimony concern- 
ing possible criminal conduct or discussions of possible 
criminal conduct, in the matters under investigation. I 
want the public to learn the truth about Watergate and 
those guilty of any illegal actions brought to justice. 


Allegations surrounding the Watergate affair have so 
escalated that I feel a further statement from the President 
is required at this time. 

A climate of sensationalism has developed in which 
even second- or third-hand hearsay charges are headlined 
as fact and repeated as facL 

Important national security operations which them- 
selves had no connection with 'Watergate have become 
entangled in the case. 

As a result, some national security information has 
already been made public through court orders, through 
the subpoenaing of documents, and through testimony 
witnesses have given in judicial and Congressional pro- 
ceedings. Other sensitive documents are now threatened 
with disclosure. Continued silence about those operations 
would compromise rather than protect them, and would 
also serve to perpetuate a grossly distorted view — which 
recent partial disclosures have given — of the nature and 
purpose of those operations. 
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20.1 PRESIDENT NIXON STATEMENT, MAY 22, 197 3, 9 

PRESIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS 693-94 

P.TcSiO^NTIAL DOCUMENTS: SiCHAiO NIXON, P73 


The purpose of this statement is threefold: 

— Fins:, to set forth the facts about my own relationship 
to the Watergate matter; 

—Second, to place in some perspective some of the more 
sensational — and inaccurate — of the charges that have 
filled the headlines in recent days, and also some of the 
matters that are currently being discussed in Senate testi- 
mony and elsewhere; 

— Third, to draw the distinction between national secu- 
rity operations and the Watergate case. To put the other 
matters in perspective, it will be necessary to describe the 
national security operations first. 

In citing these national security matters, it is not my 
intention to place a national security “cover” on Water- 
gate, but rather to separate them out from Watergate — 
and at the same time to explain the context in which cer- 
tain actions took place that were later misconstrued or 
misused. 

Long before the Watergate break-in, three important 
national security operations took place which have subse- 
quently become entangled in the Watergate case. 

— The first operation, begun in 1969, was a program of 
wiretaps. All were legal, under the authorities then exist- 
ing. They were undertaken to find and stop serious 
national security leaks. 

— The second operation was a reassessment, which I 
ordered in 1970, of the adequacy of internal security 
measures. This resulted in a plan and a directive to 
ngthen our intelligence operations. They were pro- 
tested by Mr. Hoover, and as a result of his protest they 
were not put into effect. 

— The third operation was the establishment, in 1971, 
of a Special Investigations Unit in the White House. Its 
primary mission was to plug leaks of vital security infor- 
mation. I also directed this group to prepare an accurate 
history of certain crucial national security matters which 
occurred under prior administrations, on which the Gov- 
ernment’s records were incomplete. 

Here is the background of these three security opera- 
tions initiated in my Administration. 

1969 Wiretaps 

By mid- 1969, my Administration had begun a number 
of highly sensitive foreign policy Initiatives. They were 
aimed at ending the war in Vietnam, achieving a settle- 
ment in the Middle East, limiting nuclear arms, and estab- 
lishing new relationships among the great powers. These 
involved highly secret diplomacy. They were closely inter- 
related. Leaks of secret information about any one could 
endanger all. 

Exactly that happened. News accounts appeared in 
1969, which were obviously based on leaks — some of them 
nsi ve and detailed — by people haring access to the 
most highly classified security materials. 

There was no way to carry forward these diplomatic 


initiatives unless further leaks could be prevented- This 
required finding the source of the leaks. 

In order to do this, a special program of wiretaps was 
instituted in mid- 1969 and terminated in February 197i. 
Fewer than 20 taps, of varying duration, were involved. 
They produced important leads that made it possible to 
tighten the security of highly sensitive materials. I author- 
ized dsis entire program. Each individual tap was under- 
taken in accordance with procedures legal at the time and 
in accord with longstanding precedent. 

Tee persons who were subject to these wiretaps were 
determined through coordination among the Director of 
the FBI, my Assistant for National Security Affairs, and 
the Attorney General. Those wiretapped were selected on 
the basis of access to the information leaked, material in 
securely Sics, and evidence that developed as the inquiry 
proceeded. 

Information thus obtained was made available to senior 
officials responsible for national security matters in order 
to curtail further leaks. 

The 1970 Intelligence Plan 

In the spring and summer of 1970, another security 
problem reached critical proportions- In March a wave 
of bombings and explosions struck college campuses and 
cities. There were 400 bomb threats in one 24-hour period 
in New York City. Rioting and violence on college cam- 
puses reached a new peak after the Cambodian operation 
and the tragedies at Kent State and Jackson State. The 
1959-70 school year brought nearly 1,800 campus dem- 
onstrations and nearly 250 cases of arson on campus. Many 
colleges closed. Gun battles between guerrilla-style groups 
and police were taking place. Some of the disruptive ac- 
uities were receiving foreign support. 

Complicating the task of maintaining security was the 
fact that, in 1966, certain types of undercover FBI oper- 
ations that had been conducted for many years had been 
suspended. This also had substantially impaired our abil- 
ity to collect foreign intelligence information.. At the same 
time, the relationships between the FBI and other intelli- 
gence agencies had been deteriorating. By May 1970, FBI 
Director Hoover shut off his agency’s liaison with the CIA 
altogether. 

On June 5, 1970, 1 met with the Director of the FBI 
(Mr. Hoover), the Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency 'Mr. Richard Helms), the Director of the De*- 
fense Intelligence Agency (Gen. Donald V. Bennett), and 
the Director of the National Security' Agency (Adm. Noel 
Gayltr). We discussed the urgent need for better intelli- 
gence operations. I appointed Director Hoover as 
ch airrr. an of an interagency committee to prepare recom- 
mendations. 

On June 25, the committee submitted a report which 
included specific options for expanded intelligence oper- 
ations, and on July 23 the agencies were notified by 


VotvflfS 9 fiunb^ 21 
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20.2 SUMMARY OF TOM CHARLES HUSTON TESTIMONY 3 
MAY 21 3 7973, SSTMTtf jlflMFZ? SERVICES COM - 
MITTEE EXECUTIVE SESSION 3 133-35 


The testimony of Tom Charles Huston contained in a classified 
transcript obtained from the Senate Armed Services Committee has been 
withheld from publication in accordance with the rules of that committee. 
Mr. Huston testified on May 21, 1973. On that occasion, Mr. Huston 
testified that a meeting was held on June 5, 1970 in the Office of the 
President, and that the persons present were the President, CIA Director 
Helms, FBI Director Hoover, NSA Director Admiral Gayler, and DIA Director 
General Bennett. In addition, Mr. Haldeman, Mr. Ehrlichman, Mr. Finch 
and Mr. Huston were present. 

The President asked the Intelligence Agency Directors for their 
recommendations on whether the government's intelligence services were 
being hampered by restraints on intelligence gathering methods. Mr. 
Huston stated that it was the opinion of the directors that they were in 
fact being hampered. The President was also concerned about a lack of 
coordination among the intelligence agencies. Although the directors 
assured the President that they were cooperating with each other, Mr. 
Huston recalled that the FBI had terminated its liaison with the CIA, 

DIA, and military services. 

The directors were told by the President to prepare a threat 
assessment and options on the lifting of restraints on intelligence 
gathering methods. 
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Mi l H ' R ’ HALDEMM TESTIMONY , JULY 32, 1972, 8 SSC 2027-28 


3027 

Mr. Haldemax. All right. My testimony would be in exact accord 
with that. 

Mr. Dash. Did you help prepare the President's statement ? 

Mr. Haldemax. No, sir, I did not. But I would say that that deline- 
ates in a few words the extent and nature of the problem as it existed 
at that time. The reason for the White House concern and the reason 
for attempting to take some action. 

Mr. Dash. I still would like rather than your reading the President's 
statement 

Mr. Haldemax. I haven't read it, I didn’t read it. 

Mr. Dash. I know, I said would you just give us as briefly as you 
can your own recollection 

Mr. Haldemax. Sure. 

Mr. Dash [continuing]. Of what that purpose was, what the prob- 
lem was? 

Mr. Haldemax. The problem was, and I have indicated this in my 
statement also, I believe, was the wave of violence, bombings, arson, 
trashing, and other sorts of activities of damaging property, some of 
them killing people, that were sweeping across the country at that 
time. 

Mr. Dash. And this led to what we have now been referring to as the 
Huston plan, did it not ? 
m Mr. Haldeman. Yes, it did. 

Mr. Dash. And I take it you were aware of all of the facets of the 
Huston plan, what the recommendations were that were being made 
and as it finally went up to the President. 

Mr. Haldeman. Not in any detail. The inception of the so-called 
Huston plan was a meeting that the President called — first, Mr. Hus- 
ton, as a staff man, had done some preliminary work on analysis of the 
problem, and analysis of the efforts to deal with the problem, and of 
the shortcomings that appeared to be in existence at that time with 
relation to the problem and the efforts to deal with it as a result of 
which the President called a meeting of the heads of the various secu- 
rity agencies, the FBI, the NS A, the CIA, and the DIA. I sat in that 
meeting, as did Mr. Huston. The President discussed with these agency 
heads the nature of the problem, the shortcomings of domestic intelli- 
gence, the concern that some of these activities that were underway or 
being threatened during that period of time were possibly, at least, 
and I think demonstrably, as I recall, connected with foreign activities. 
Some of the organizations that were declaring themselves out to 
destroy institutions and in some cases the Government, were doing 
their training in foreign countries and were studying under foreign 
dissident organizations, and there was a feeling that there was a cross- 
over her© that needed to be dealt with in terms of better intelligence, 
that we didn’t know who was causing these things, who was directing 
them, who was financing them, nor did we know what they were going 
to be directed to. 

Mr. Dash. How did you receive specific evidence of these events? 
You didn’t know, you say, who was doing what, but obviously you 
were concerned that the events occurred. What evidence occurred as 
to who might he involved? 

Mr. Haldemax. There was evidence in terms of the people who were 
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carrying some of them out, at least, in self-declared, both intentions 
and in backing, and the reasons for what they were doing. 

There was some intelligence — there was some FBI intelligence in 
this area, there was some Secret Service intelligence in this area as it 
related to Presidential threats and security. And there was some inves- 
tigative reporting by the press going on as to the background of some 
of these activities, and all of these I think would add together to be the 
sources at that time of what we did have. 

Mr. Dash. But is it your statement that you were not fully aware 
of the specifics of the Huston plan? 

Mr. Haldemax. I was not — let me get into how that was set up. In 
the meeting with the President and the heads of the security agencies 
the problem was outlined and the President made it very clear that 
he expected some cooperation, which there did not — which did not 
exist at that time between these agencies, in getting better information, 
evaluating the information more effectively, and disseminating it so 
that action could be taken if there was action indicated, or at least 
awareness— there would be awareness of what was happening or what 
was going to happen. 

The group assembled in his office at that time was designated by 
the President as a task force to prepare recommendations for him as 
to what ought to be done, what steps should be taken to meet the prob- 
lem and carry out the request that the President made of this group. 

! It is my understanding that that — those agency heads themselves 
or by designation of members of their staff did set up such a task force 
under the chairmanship of Director Hoover which prepared an exten- 
sive set of recommendations. Mr. Huston worked with them, I under- 
stand on this, or at least they transmitted these recommendations to 
him upon their preparation, and those recommendations were sub- 
mitted to the President. They were submitted, as was customary pro- 
cedure to Mr. Huston, the staff man assigned to that project, through 
M^. Huston to me and through me to the President. 

Sir. Dash. Mr. Huston actually reported to you? 

Mr, Haldemax. He reported through me in this particular area. He 
was— well, I do not know where he was assigned at that time. He was 
sometimes — part of the time he was at the White House he was on the 
staff of the counsel and part of the time he was on Mr Buchanan’s staff. 

Mr. Dash. Well, in reporting to you or through you, you saw all of 
the papers that were being reviewed, did you not ? 

Mr. Haldemax. I saw all the papers — not all the working papers of 
the committee. I saw the recommendations that went to the President. 

Mr. Dash. All right. Did you read the recommendations that went 
to the President? 

Mr. Haldemax. I am not sure I did or not. If I did it was not in any 
detail. I had an idea it was a proposal for ah expanded intelligence 
activity. 

Mr. Dash. Were you aware in that proposal there was a recommen- 
dation for both national and internal security, that there be an 
increased use of wiretapping and surreptitious entry or break-in ? 

Mr. Haldemax. I am not sure whether I was or not. I may very well 
have been. 
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Mr. Dash. Were you aware of his particular role as liaison between 
Mr. Ralcleman and the Committee To Re-Elect the President? 

Mr. Ehrlichmax. Only very vaguely. 

Mr. Dash. Did he ever report anything to you when he came back 
from the Committee To Re-Elect the President? 

Mr. Ehrlichmax. No. 

Mr. Dash. Now, were you aware of the fact that by the summer of 
1&70, Mr. Haldeman and the President had felt a need for an im- 
proved intelligence system with regard to domestic dissent or internal 
security? 

Mr. Ehrlichhax. The answer to the question is, yes, but not the 
Huston plan. There have really been two things talked about in the 
course of the hearings, and I knew about one of them and I had only 
the merest brush with the other. 

Mr. Dash. The question really is not about the Huston plan. I asked 
you whether you were aware of a feeling for the need for an improved 
intelligence plan to deal with, say, internal security ? 

Mr. Ehrlichhax. Well, I was aware of the feeling of the need, and 
I shared it. 

Mr. Dash. All right. 

Now, what plan were you aware of ? 

Mr. Ehrlichmax. I was aware of a proposal which eventually, I 
believe, was put into effect to establish a small office in the Justice 
Department to correlate and coordinate and bring together in one 
place what the various law enforcement agencies, both in and out of 
the Federal Government, knew about these terrorism bombings and 
the violent- — the street violence and these other activities that were 


going on around the country because it looked then like there really 
was a pattern, and that it was a coordinated, planned, and executed 
thing. These things went in waves from one part of the country to 
the other, and it appeared that if what the police knew, for instance, 
in the city of New York could be shared with the police in other 
pants of the country, that you would get a whole lot better response 
to this kind of lawbreaking. 

So under Mr. Mardian’s aegis, this effort was made to bring to- 
gether the things that were known to all of the law enforcement peo- 
ple around the country. N 

Mr. Dash. All right. 

Now, did you know about the Huston plan ? 

Mr. EhrltTChmax. I did not know about the Huston plan until 1 


was invited to attend a meeting that I think has been previously re- 
ferred to here in the President’s Office, attended by Admiral Gayler 
and J. Edgar Hoover and the heads of the various — Mr. Helms, the 


heads of the various intelligence agencies, where this proposal was 
announced. 


Mr. Dash. What was the stage of that proposal at this point an- 

L nouneed as a proposal that would go forward? 

Mr. Ehrlich yr ax. I gathered it was an accomplished fact. 

Mr. Dash. Yes. Did you know what the proposal was about ? 

Mr. Ettrlichhax. Just from what I heard at that meeting. I had 
not seen the writeup. 

Mr. Dash. Did you know that the proposal included removal of cer- 
tain restrictions on break-ins, surreptitious entry, or wiretapping ? 
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JULY 9 ; 1973, HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COM - 
MITTEE EXECUTIVE SESSION, 1357-58, 1371-73 


The testimony of Tom Charles Huston contained in classified 
transcripts obtained from the House Armed Services Committee, has been 
withheld from publication in accordance with the rules of that com- 
mittee, 

Mr, Huston testified on July 9, 1973, and in that testimony, 

Mr. Huston generally related his position on the staff at the White House, 
and then testified as to a meeting held at the White House on June 5, 

1970 in the Office of the President. At that meeting, Mr. Helms, General 
Bennett, Admiral Gayler, Mr. Hoover, Mr. Haldeman, Mr. Ehrlichman, Mr. 

Finch, and Mr. Huston were present. 

The President expressed his concern that the intelligence services 
of the United States might not be doing everything possible to obtain the 
domestic intelligence necessary for dealing with threats to internal 
security. He instructed the directors of the intelligence services to 
prepare a threat assessment and an analysis of the gaps that existed in 
intelligence gathering efforts. The directors were also instructed to 
give the President a range of options as to what steps might be taken to 
deal with any gaps in intelligence gathering methods. The President 
directed Mr. Hoover to serve as Chairman of the group to prepare the report. 
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On June 25, 1970 the Committee completed its report en- 
titled "Special Report Interagency Committee on Intelligence (Ad Hoc)" 
known as "The Huston Plan." The report included a discussion of the 
current restraints on intelligence collection with respect to electronic 
surveillance, mail coverage, surreptitious entry, use of campus in- 
formers, use of military undercover agents, and other intelligence- 
gathering procedures. The Report set forth the arguments for and 
against maintaining or relaxing existing restraints on the various 

forms of intelligence collection and of establishing an inter-agency 

* 

intelligence evaluation committee. Specific options for expanded intel- 
ligence operations were set forth for the President’s consideration. 

The Report stated that two of the proposed intelligence-gathering pro- 
cedures , surreptitious entry and opening first class mail, were illegal. 
At Director Hoover’s insistence, the Report included notations that the 
FBI objected to proposals for establishing a permanent coordinating com- 
mittee and for lifting restraints on intelligence collection methods in 
all categories except legal mail coverage and National Security Agency 
communications intelligence. 

Page 
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PREFACE 


The objectives cf this report are to: (1) assess the current 
internal security threat: (2) evaluate current intelligence collection 
procedures; identify restraints under which U. S. intelligence services 
operate; and list the advantages and disadvantages of such restraints; 
and (?) evaluate current interagency coordination and recommend means 
to improve it. 

The Committee has attempted to set forth the essence of 
the issues and the major policy considerations involved which fall within 
the scope of its mandate. 
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SUMMARY OF INTERNAL SECURITY THREAT 


I. MILITANT NEW LEFT GROUPS 

A. Assessment of Current Internal Security Threat 


The movement of rebellious youth known as the "New Left, " 
involving and influencing a substantial number of college students, is hav- 
ing a serious impact on contemporary society with a potential for serious 
domestic strife. The revolutionary aims'of the New Left are apparent 
when their identification with Marxism-Leninism is examined. They 
pointedly advertise their objective as the overthrow of our system of 
government by force and violence. Under the guise of freedom of speech, 
they seek to confront all established authority and provoke disorder. 

They intend to smash the U. S, educational system, the economic structure, 
and, finally, the Government itself. New Left groups do not have a large 
enough number of rank-and-file followers, nor do they have a unity of 
purpose to carry out massive or paralyzing acts of insurrection. They do, 
on the other hand, have the will to carry on more militant efforts in local 
situations and an inclination to utilize more extreme means to attain their 
objectives. 


1. Student Protest Groups. The Students for a Democratic 
Society (SDS) has, in the past year, split into several factions, including 
the Revolutionary Youth Movement (RYM), which has control over 30 
chapters; and the Worker Student Alliance (WSA), which consists of 63 
chapters. The WSA factioq__ 

' aims to build a worker-student movement 

in keeping with the aim of developing a broad worker-based 

revolutionary movement in the United States. 


There are some 85 unaffiliated SDS chapters generally 
sympathetic to revolutionary tactics and goals. The trend of increased 
radical campus organizations is noticeable at campuses where recognition 
of SDS has been refused or rescinded and SDS members have banded 
together, with or without sanction, under a new title to attract student 
support. In addition, numerous ad hoc groups have been established 
on campuses and elsewhere to exploit specific issues. 


The National Student Strike (NSS), also known as the 
National Strike Information Center, was formed following the entry 
of the United States forces into Cambodia and the deaths of four students 
at Kent State University. NSS, which helped to coordinate the nationwide 
student strike in May, 1970, has three regional centers and includes 


i 
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among its leadership SD3 members :rd other New Left activists. The 
NSS has established a nationwide com rwnientlons system of radio 

stations on campuses to encourage student demonstrations and disruptions. 
This communications capability may have a significant impact on campus 
stability in the coming school year. 

The Venceremos Brigade (VB), established to send United States 
youth to Cuba to aid in the 1970 harvests, has continually received favorable 
publicity in Cuban propaganda media. To date, over 900 members of 
the VB have visited Cuba and another group of approximately 500 members 
are expected to follow suit. While in Cuba, VB members were individually 
photographed and questioned in detail about their backgrounds. Because 
jof their contacts with Cuban officials, these individuals must be considered 
as potential recruits for Cuban intelligence activities and sabotage in the 
United States. 

The greatest threat posed to the security of the country by 
student protest groups is their potential for fomenting violence and unrest 
on college campuses. Demonstrations have triggered acts of arson by 
extremists against war-oriented research andROTC facilities and have 
virtually paralyzed many schools. There has been a growing number ox 
noncampus, but student-related, acts of violence which increase tensions 
between "town and gown ff and which constitute a marked escalation of the 
scope and level of protest activities. Few student protests are currently 
related to exclusively campus issues; virtually all involve political and 
social issues. Increasingly, the battlefield is the community with the 
campus serving primarily as a staging area. 

The efforts of the New Left aimed at fomenting unrest and 
subversion among civil servants, labor unions^ and mass media have met 
with very limited success, although the 

have attempted through their "Summer Work-Ins” to infiltrate and 
radicalize labor. The inability of these groups to subvert and control 
the mass media has- led to the establishment of a large network of under- 
ground publications which serve the dual purpose of an internal communi- 
cation network and an external propaganda organ. 

Leaders of student protest groups have traveled extensively 
over the years to communist countries; have openly stated their sympathy 
with the international communist revolutionary movements in South Vietnam \ 
and Cuba; and have directed others into activities which support these 
movements. These individuals must be considered to have potential for ; 
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recruitment and participation 


Lgn-directed intelligence accivltv. 


2. Antiwar Activists. The impetus and continuity for the 
antiwar movement is provided by the New Mobilization Committee to 
End the War in Vietnam (NMC) and the Student Mobilization Committee 
to End the War in Vietnam (SMC). The NMC is a coalition of numerous 
antiwar groups and individuals including communist "old left” elements. 
The SMC is under the control of the Trotskyist Socialist Workers Party 
(SWP). 


The NMC and SMC have announced a policy of "nonexclusion" 
which places no limitation on the type of individuals allowed to participate 
in demonstrations. This policy opens the door for violence-prone 
individuals who want to capitalize on the activities of these groups. 

Both groups profess to follow a policy of nonviolence; however, the 
very nature of the protests that they sponsor sets the stage for civil 
disobedience and police confrontation by irresponsible dissident elements. 
Various individuals in NMC and SMC are calling for more militant 
protest activities, a subject to be discussed at national meetings by 
both groups in late June, 1970. 

Although antiv/ar groups are not known to be collecting weapons, 
engaging in paramilitary training, or advocating terrorist tactics, the 
pro-Hanoi attitude of their leaders, the unstable nature of many NMC 
advocates and their policy of "nonexclusion" underscore the use of the 
antiwar movement as a conduit for civil disorder. This is further 
emphasized by the NMC leadership’s advocacy of civil disobedience to 
achieve desired objectives. 

There is no indication that the antiwar movement has made 
serious inroads or achieved any more than a slight degree of influence 
among labor unions, the mass media, and civil servants. One group, 
however, the Federal Employees for a Democratic Society (FEDS), offers 
a means of protest for recent radical graduates employed by the Federal 
Government. 
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The military and educational institutions are the prime 
targets of the antiwar movement. In addition to vandalism, arsons, ahd 
bombings of ROTC facilities, there has been stepped-up activity to 
spread antiwar sympathy among American servicemen from within 
through sympathetic members in the military and from without through 
such programs as "GI Coffeehouses" and the proposed National C-I 
Alliance. The increasing access by members of the military to the 
underground press, the establishment of servicemen's unions, and 
organizations which facilitate desertions, have contributed significantly 
to the increasing instances of dissent in the military services. 

NMC and SMC leaders are constantly speaking before student 
groups and endeavoring to use student radicals to further the antiwar 
movement. They have called for an end to the ROTC and have demon- 
strated, often violently, to force universities to halt war-related research 
projects. 


The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), in its analysis of bloc 
intelligence, is of the view that the Soviet and bloc intelligence services 
are committed at the political level to exploit all domestic dissidents 
wherever possible. This attack is being conducted through recruited 
agents, agents of influence, and the use of front groups. It is established 
bloc policy to deploy its forces against the United States as "the main 
enemy" and to direct all bloc intelligence forces toward ultimately 
political objectives which disrupt U. S. domestic and foreign policies. 


3 . New Left Te rror.lst Groups , 
group, which emerged from a factional split 
i960, is a revolutionary youth movement vni 


The Weatherman terrorist 
of SD3 during the Summer of 
eh actively supports the 
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revolutionary leadership role of the Negro in the United States. It has 
evolved into a number of small commando-type units which plan to 
utilize bombings, arsons, and assassinations as political weapons. 

There has been evidence of Weatherman involvement in 
terrorist tactics, including the accidental explosion of a "Weatherman 
bomb factory" in New York City on March 6, 1970; the discovery of two 
undetonated bombs in Detroit police facilities on the same date; and the 
blast at New York City police installations on June 9, 1970. 

While Weatherman membership is not clearly defined, it is 
estimated that at least 1, 000 individuals adhere to Weatherman ideology. 

In addition, groups such as the White Panther Party* Running Dog, Mad Dog. 
and the Youth International Party (Yippies) are supporters of Weatherman 
terrorism but have no clearly definable ideology of their own. 

Adherents to Weatherman ideology are also found within 
radical elements on campuses, among those living in off-campus communes, 
among New Left movement lawyers and doctors, and the underground press. 
Individuals who adhere to the Weatherman ideology have offered support 
and aid to hard-core Weatherman members, including 21 Weatherman 
members currently in hiding to avoid apprehension. 

They identify themselves politically with North Vietnam, 

Cuba, and North Korea and consider pro-Soviet and pro-Chinese organi- i 
zations as being aligned with imperialist powers. In addition, some of the 
Weatherman leaders-and adherents have traveled to communist countries 
or have met in Western countries with communist representatives. 

Weatherman leaders and other members of terrorist groups 
are not known at this time to be involved in foreign-directed intelligence 
collection activity. The fugitive and underground status of many of these 
people, as well as their involvement in activities which would likely bring 
them to the attention of American authorities, would be a deterrent to 
contacts by foreign intelligence organizations. 

B. Assessment of Current Intelligence Collection Procedures 

1. Scope and Effectiveness of Current Coverage. Although 
New Left groups have been responsible for widespread damage to ROTC 
facilities, for the halting of some weapons-related research, and for the 
increasing dissent within the military services, the major threat to the 
internal security of the United States is that directed against the civilian 
sector of our society. 
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Coverage of student groups is handled primarily through 
live informants and it is generally effective at the national level or 
at major meetings of these groups where overall policy, aims, and 
objectives of the groups are determined. 

The antiwar movement’s activities are covered through the FBI 
by live informants in all organizations of interest. This is supported by 
information furnished by all members of the intelligence community 
and other Federal, state, and local' agencies. Key leaders and 
activists are afforded concentrated and intensified investigative 
coverage on a continuing basis and, in situations where there are 
positive indications of violence, electronic surveillances have been 
implemented on a selective basis. Informant and electronic coverage 
does not meet present requirements. 


2. Gaps in Current Coverage . Established, long-term 
coverage is not available within student protest groups due to the 
fact that the student body itself changes yearly, necessitating a constant 
turnover in the informants targeted against these groups. His idealism 
and immaturity, as well as the sensitive issues of academic freedom 
and the right to dissent, all serve to increase the risk that the student 
informant will be exposed as such. 

Generally, day-to-day coverage of the planned activities 
of student protest groups, which are somewhat autonomous and 
disjointed, could be strengthened. Advance notice of foreign travel 
by student militants is particularly needed. Campus violence is 
generally attributable to small, close-knit extremist groups among 
radical students. Coverage of these latter groups is minimal. 
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The antiwar movement is comprised of a gr,eat many 
organizations and people which represent varied political, moral and 
ethnic beliefs. Current manpower commitments preclude optimum 
coverage of all antiwar activities on a day-to-day basis. 

Existing coverage of New Left extremists, the Weatherman 
group in particular, is negligible. Most of the Weatherman group has 
gone underground and formed floating, commando-type units composed of 
three to six individuals. The transitory nature of these units hinders the 
installation of electronic surveillances and their smallness and distrust 
of outsiders make penetration of these units through live informants 
extremely difficult. 

Financially, the Weatherman group appears to be without 
a centralized source of funds. Wealthy parents have furnished funds to 
some of these individuals, including those in a fugitive status. Many 
members have also been involved in the thefts of credit and identification 
cards, as well as checks, and have utilized them for obtaining operating 
expenses. 


3. Possible Measures to Improve Intelligence Collection. 

To establish effective coverage of student protest groups would require 
the expansion of live informant coverage of individual campus chapters of 
these organizations. This would entail extensive use of student informants 
to obtain maximum utilization of their services for the periods of their 
college attendance. 

Because of the great number of individuals and groups in the 
antiwar movement, an increase in the manpower assigned to these inves- 
tigations would facilitate more intensive coverage. In addition, there 
are several key leaders involved in virtually all antiwar activities, 
including international contacts, against whom electronic surveillances 
and mail covers would be particularly effective. 

Improvement of intelligence gathering against New Left 
terrorists depends on a combination of live informant coverage among 
key leaders and selective electronic surveillances. Because of the nature 
of the Weatherman groups, live informant coverage will most likely result 
through the defection of a key leader. 
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II. BLACK EXTREMIST MOVEMENT 

A . Assessment of C urrer.t Internal Security Threat 

1. Black Panther Party, The most active and dangerous 
black extremist group in the United States is the Black Panther Party 
(BPP). Despite its relatively. small number of hard-core members-- 
approximately 800 in 40 chapters nationwide — the BPP is in the lore front 

of black extremist activity today. The BPP has publicly advertised its goal 
of organizing revolution, insurrection, assassination and other terrorist- 
type activities. Moreover, a recent poll indicates that approximately 
25 per cent of the black population has a great respect for the BPP, 
including 43 per cent of blacks under 21 years of age. 

The Panther newspaper has a current circulation of 
approximately 150,000 copies weekly. Its pages are filled with messages 
of racial hatred and call for terrorist guerrilla activity in an attempt 
to overthrow the Government. The BPP has been involved in a substantial 
number of planned attacks against law enforcement officers, and its 
leadership is composed in large part of criminally inclined, violence- 
prone individuals. 

Weapons are regularly stockpiled by the Party. During 1968 
and 1969, quantities of machine guns, shotguns, rifles, hand grenades, 
homemade bombs, and ammunition were uncovered in Panther offices. 

2. New Left Support for BPP. The BPP has received 
increasing support from radical New Left elements. During 1970, the 
BPP formed a v/orking relationship with radical student dissenters by 
injecting the issue of Government "repression" of Panthers into the 
antiwar cause. Students for a Democratic -Society (SD3) supported 
the BPP in a 1969 '"united front against fascism." The probability that 
black extremists, including the BPP, will work closely with New Left 
white radicals in the. future increases the threat cf escalating terrorist 
activities. It would be safe to project that racial strife and student 
turmoil fomented by black extremists will definitely increase. 

3. B PP Propaganda Appearances. Despite its small member- 
ship, the BPP has scored major successes in the propaganda arena. In 
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1969 BPP representatives spoke at 1 S3 colleges throughout the Nation, 
while in 1937 there were onl.v 11 swk appearances. Although no direct 
information has been receiver, ro gw indicating that the BPP has initiated 
any large-scale racial disorders, the year 1970 has seen an escalation of 
racial disorders across the Nation compared to 1969. This fact, coupled 
with an increasing amount of violent Panther activity, presents a great 
potential for racial and civil unrest for the future. 

4. Appeal to Military. The BPP has made pointed appeals 
to black serviceThen with racist propaganda. High priority has been 
placed on the recruitment of veterans with weapons and explosives training. 
The BPP has also called for infiltration of the Government. These 
activities, should they achieve even minimum success, present a grave 
threat. 


5. BPP Phil osophy and Foreign Support . The BPP relies 
heavily on foreign communist ideology to shape its goals. Quotations from 
Mao Tse-tung were the initial ideological bible of the BPP. Currently, 
the writings of North Korean Premier Kim Il-sung are followed and 
extensive use of North Korean propaganda material is made in BPP 
publications and training. The Marxist-oriented philosophy of the BPP 
presents a favorable environment for support of the Panthers from other 
communist countries. 

BPP leaders have traveled extensively abroad including visits 
to Cuba, Russia, North Korea, and Algeria. International operations of 
the BPP are directed by Eldridge Cleaver, a fugitive from United States 
courts. 


y ' "Radical white students in Western 

Europe and the Scandinavian countries have organized solidarity committees 
in support of the BPP. These committees are the sources of financial 
contributions to the Party and provide outlets for the BPP newspaper. 


6. Other Black Extremist Groups. The Nation of Islam (NGI) 
is the largest single black extFemisf organization in the United States with 
an estimated membership of 6,000 in approximately 100 Mosques. The NO 
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proaches hatred of the white race and advocates separatism of the races. 
The NOT as a group has, to date, not. instigated any civil disorders; 
however, the followers of this semi “religious cult are extremely 
dedicated individuals who could be expected to perform acts of violence 
if so ordered bv the NOI head, Elijah Muhammed. V/hen Muhammed, 
who is over 70 years of age, is replaced, a new leader could completely 
alter current nonviolent tactics of the organization. For example, 
Muhammed's son-in-law, Raymond Sharrieff, now among the top 
hierarchy of NOI, could rise to a leadership position. Sharrieff is 
vicious, domineering, and unpredictable. 

There are numerous other black extremist organizations, 
small in numbers, located across the country. There is also a large 
number of unaffiliated black extremists who advocate violence and 
guerrilla warfare. One particular group, the Republic of New Africa 
(RNA), headquartered in Detroit, Michigan, calls for the establishment 
of a separate black nation in the South to be protected by armed forces. 
These groups, although small, are dedicated to the destruction of our 
form of government and consequently present a definite potential for 
instigating civil disorder or guerrilla warfare activity. 

7. Black Student Extremist Influence. Black student extremis 
activities at colleges and secondary schools have increased alarmingly. 
Although currently there is no dominant leadership, coordination or 
specific direction between these individuals, they are in frequent contact 
with each other. Consequently, should any type of organization or 
cohesiveness develop, it would present a grave potential for future 
violent activities at United States schools. Increased informant coverage 
w'ould be particularly productive in this area. Black student extremists 
have frequently engaged in violence and disruptive activity on campuses. 
Major universities which made concessions to nonnegotiable black 
student demands have not succeeded in calming extremist activities. 

During the school year 1969-70, there were 227 college disturbances 
having racial overtones. There were 530 such disturbances in secondary 
schools compared with only 320 during the previous school year. 

8. Foreign Influence in the Black Extremist Movemen t. 
Although there is no hard evidence indicating that the black extremist 
movement is substantially controlled or directed by foreign elements, 
there is a marked potential for foreign-directed intelligence or subversive 
activity among black extremist leaders and organizations. These groups 
are highly susceptible to exploitation by hostile foreign intelligence 
services. 
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Currently the most important foreign aspect of the black 
extremist movement is the avail- c; foreign asylum, especially 
with regard to black extremists subject to criminal prosecution in the 
United States. Some foreign countries, such as Cuba, provide a temporary 

safe haven for these individuals. Information has been received that 


Communist intelligence services are capaole of using tneir 
personnel, facilities, and agent assets to work in the black extremist 
field. The Soviet and Cuban services have major capabilities available. 

B. Assessment of Current Intelligence Collection Procedures 
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coverage 
on a curr 


1. O ther Black Extremist Organizations. Informant 
of the - NOI is substantial, enabling its activities to be followed 
ent basis. Coverage of militant black student groups and 


individuals is very limited because of the sensitive areas involved. An 
effective source of such coverage would be reliable, former members 
of the Armed Forces presently attending college. Live informant 
coverage, particularly with respect to the activities and plans of 
unaffiliated black militants, needs to be increased. More sources both 
in the United States and abr oad in a position to determine the amount of 
foreign involvement in black extremist activities need to be developed. 
Maximum use of communication interceptions would materially 
increase the current capabilities of the intelligence community to develop 
highly important data regarding black extremist activities. 
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III. INTELLIGENCE SERVICES OF COMMUNIST COUNTRIES 


A. Assessment of Current Int ernal Security Threat 

The threat posed by the communist intelligence services 
must be assessed in two areas: (1) direct intervention in fomenting 
and/or influencing domestic unrest; (2) extensive espionage activities. 

Taken in complete context, these services constitute a grave 
threat to the internal security of the United States because of their size, 
capabilities, widespread spheres of influence, and targeting of the 
United States as ’’enemy number one. rt The largest and most skilled 
of these services is the Soviet Committee for State Security (KGE) 
which has roughly 300,000 personnel of whom some 10,000 are engaged 
in foreign operations. 

L Intervention in Domestic Unrest. There have been no 
substantial indications that the communist intelligence services have 
actively fomented domestic unrest. Their capability cannot, hovover, 
be minimized and the likelihood of their initiating direct intervention 
would be in direct relationship to the deterioration of the political 
climate and/or imminence of hostilities. The ingredients for a first- 
rate capability are present, including both the personnel and the 
ingrained philosophy and know-how for using such tactics. 

Communist intelligence has shown a real capability to 
foment disorder in a number of trouble spots. The dissidence and 
violence in the United States today present adversary intelligence 
services with opportunities unparalleled for forty years. While 
fostering disorder and rebellion through communist parties and 
fronts is a potent weapon in the communist arsenal, their past 
success has been evident in clandestine recruitment efforts on 
campuses during times of unrest. H. A. R. (Kim) Philby, Guy Burgess, 
and Donald Maclean were all students at Cambridge during the depression 
period of the 1930 T s and were in the vanguard of what was then the New 
Left. Their recruitment and cooperation with Soviet intelligence wreaked 
havoc on British intelligence and also compromised U. S. security in 
those sectors where they had authorized access. 
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For instance, about 900 

members of the Vencereiros Brigade, a group of American youths, 
recently completed a. round trip to Cuba. This travel was financed 
by the Cuban. Government. While in Cuba, they were exhorted to 
actively participate in United States revolutionary activities upon 
their return to the United States. 


The communist intelligence services maintain contacts 
and exert influence among a variety of individuals and organizations 
through the exploitation of ideological, cultural, and ethnic ties. 

Most of these liaisons are maintained with some degree of openness 
with individuals associated with the Communist Party, USA, various 
of its front groups, other pro-Soviet organizations, nationality groups, 
and foreign-language newspapers. These contacts are exploited as 
sources for and propaganda outlets of communist intelligence services. 
Regarded individually, these efforts cannot be considered a major 
threat to our internal security; however/ in total, they represent a 
sizable element of our population which can be influenced in varying 
degrees by communist intelligence service operations. 

2. Intelligence Operations. Persistent and pervasive 
intelligence operations which Have thefr inspiration and direction supplied 
by communist intelligence services represent a major threat to the 
internal security. 
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B. Assessment of Current Intelli gence Coll ectio n 

1. Scope and Effectiveness. The scope of overall intelligence 
efforts is encompassed in the threefold goals of penetration, intelligence, 
and prosecution. Domestic implementation of these goals is delimited 
by agreement among United States intelligence agencies. Intelligence 
components of the United States military services are immediately 
concerned with protecting the integrity of their personnel and instal- 
lations. 


Methods used in these endeavors, employed in varying 
degrees by U.S. intelligence agencies dependent upon their specific 
tasks are: penetrations; defectors: double agent operations; physical, 
technical, and photographic surveillances; examination and analysis 
of overt publications; information supplied by friendly intelligence 
services: and COMINT. 
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IV. OTHER REVOLUTIONARY GROUPS 


A. Assessment of Current Internal Security Threa t 

1. Communist Party. The Communist Party continues 
as a distinct threat to the internal security because of its extremely 
close ties and total commitment to the Soviet Union. There are many 
thousands of people in the United States who adhere to a Marxist 
philosophy and agree with the basic objectives of the Communist 
Party although they do not identify themselves specifically with the 
organization. The Party receives most of its finances from the Soviet 
Union, adheres to Soviet policies explicitly, and provides a major out- 
let for Soviet propaganda. The Party will without question continue to 
implement whatever orders it receives from the Soviets in the future. 

There is little likelihood that the Communist Party, USA, 
will instigate civil disorders or use terrorist tactics in the foreseeable 
future. Its strong suit is propaganda. Through its publications and 
propaganda it will continue its efforts to intensify civil disorders, and 
foment unrest in the Armed Forces, labor unions, and minority groups 
The Party is on the periphery of the radical youth movement and is 
striving to strengthen its role in this movement and to attract new 
members through a recently formed youth organization, but it does 
not appear this group will achieve any substantial results for the 
Party in the future. 

2. S ocialist W orkers Party a nd Other T rotskyist Groups. 

These organizations have an estimated membership of The 

major Trotskyist organization, the Socialist Workers Party, has 
attained an influential role in the antiwar movement through its 
youth affiliate, the Young Socialist Alliance, which dominates the 
Student Mobilization Committee to End the War in Vietnam and which 
has more than doubled its size on college campuses in the past year. 
Trotskyist groups have participated in major confrontations with 
authorities both on and off campuses and have consistently supported 
civil disorders. At this time they do not pose a major threat to 
instigate insurrection or to commit terrorist acts. The propaganda 
of these groups, while emphasizing student unrest, is also aimed at 
creating dissatisfaction in labor organizations and in the Armed Forces 
The Trotskyist organizations maintain close relations with the Fourth 
International, a foreign-based worldwide Trotskyist movement. 
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4. Puerto Rican Nationalist Extremist Groups, The 
radical Puerto Rican independence movement has spawned approximately 
ten violently anti-American groups committed to Puerto Rican self- 
determination. Revolutionary violence is a major aim of the estimated 
members of these groups and if sufficiently strong, they would 
not hesitate to mount armed insurrection. Since July, 1967, some 
130 bombings in Puerto Rico and in the New York City area have been 
attributed to these extremists. American-owned businesses have 
been the main targets , but there has been a recent upsurge of violence 
against TJ.S. defense facilities in Puerto Rico. 


B. Assessment of Current Intelligence Coverage 
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. 3. Possible Measures to Improve Intellig ence Collection . 

The selective use of electronic surveniance5~would materially enhance 
the intelligence coverage of the policy-making levels of these organization 
A particular benefit of electronic surveillance in the Puerto Rican field 
could be the development of information identifying persons involved in 
terrorist activities. Communications intelligence coverage and travel 
control measures could be improved to provide greater awareness of 
the travel ana other activities of individuals of security interest. Through 
the establishment of additional informant coverage on college campuses, 
the involvement of these organizations in the radicalization of students 
could be assessed with increased accuracy. 
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PART TWO 

RESTRAINTS ON INTELLIGENCE COLLECTION 


The Committee noted that the President had made it clear 
that he desired full consideration be given to any regulations, policies, 
or procedures which tend to limit the effectiveness of domestic intelli- 
gence collection. The Committee further noted that the President wanted 
the pros and cons of such restraints clearly set forth so that the 
President will be able to decide whether or not a change in current 
policies, practices, or procedures should be made. 

During meetings of the Committee, a variety of limitations 
and restraints were discussed. All of the agencies involved, Defense 
Intelligence Agency (DIA), the three military counterintelligence 
services, the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), the National Security 
Agency (NSA), and the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), partici- 
pated in these considerations. 

In the light of the directives furnished to the Committee by 
the White House, the subject matters hereinafter set forth were reviewed 
for the consideration and decision of the President. 

I. SPECIFIC OPERATIONAL RESTRAINTS 

A, Interpretive Restraint on Communications Intelligence 

Preliminary Discussion 
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B. Electronic Surveillances and Penetrations 


Preliminary Discussion 


The limited number of electronic surveillances and 
penetrations substantially restricts the collection of valuable 
intelligence information of material importance to the entire 
intelligence community. 


Nature of Restrictions 

Electronic surveillances have been used on a selective 
basis. Restrictions, initiated at the highest levels of the Executive 
Branch, arose as a result of the condemnation of these techniques 
by civil rights groups* Congressional concern for invasion of privacy, 
and the possibility of their adverse effect on criminal prosecutions. 

Advantages of Maintaining Restrictions 

1. Disclosure and embarrassment to the using agency 
and/or the United States is always possible since such techniques 
often require that the services or advice of outside personnel be 
used in the process of installation. 

2 . 


3. Certain elements of the press in the United States and 
abroad would undoubtedly seize upon disclosure of electronic coverage 
in an effort to discredit the United States. 

4. The monitoring of electronic surveillances requires 
considerable manpower and, where foreign establishments are involve 
the language resources of the agencies could be severely taxed. 
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Advantages of Relaxing Restrictions 

1. The U. S, Government has an overriding obligation to 
use every available scientific means to detect and neutralize forces 
which pose a direct threat to the Nation. 

2. Every major intelligence service in the worlds including 
those of the communist bloc, use such techniques as an essential part 
of their operations, and it is believed the general public would support 
their use by the United States for the same purpose. 

3 0 The President historically has had the authority to act 
in matters of national security. In addition, Title HI of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 provides a statutory basis. 

4. Intelligence data from electronic coverage is not readily 
obtainable from other techniques or sources. Such data includes infor- 
mation which might assist in formulating foreign policy decisions, 
information leading to the identification of intelligence and/or espionage 
principals and could well include the first indication of intention to commit 
hostile action against the United States* 

5. Acquisition of such material from COMINT without 
benefit of the assistance which electronic surveillance techniques can 
provide, if possible at all, would be extremely expensive. Therefore, this 
approach could result in considerable dollar savings compared to collection 
methods. 
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DECISION: Electronic Surveillances 
and Penetrations 


Present procedures on electronic coverage should 
continue. 

Present procedures should be changed to permit 
intensification of coverage of individuals and 
groups in the United States who pose a major 
threat to the internal security. 

Present procedures should be changed to permit 
intensification of coverage 

of 

interest to the intelligence community. 

More information is needed. 


NOTE : The FBI does not wish to change its present procedure of 
selective coverage on major internal security threats as 
it believes this coverage is adequate at this time. The 
FBI would not oppose other agencies seeking authority of 
the Attorney General for coverage required by them and there- 
after instituting such coverage, themselves. 
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C. Mail Coverage 

Preliminary Discussion 

The use of mail covers can result in the collection of 
valuable information relating to contacts between U* S. nationals and 
foreign governments and intelligence services. CIA and the xoilitaur y 
investigative agencies have found this information particularly helpful 
in the past. Essentially, there are two types of mail coverage: routine 
coverage is legal, while the second— covert cover age — is not. Routine 
coverage involves recording information from the face of envelopes* It 
is available, legally , to any duly authorized Federal or state investi- 
gative agency submitting a written request to the Post Office Department 
and has been used frequently by the military intelligence services. 
Covert mail coverage, also known as "sophisticated mail coverage, " 
or "flaps and seals, " entails surreptitious screening and may include 
opening and examination of domestic or foreign mail. This technique is 
based on high-level cooperation of top echelon postal officials. 


Nature of Restrictions 

Covert coverage has been discontinued while routine 
coverage has been reduced primarily as an outgrowth of publicity 
arising from disclosure of routine mail coverage during legal 
proceedings and publicity afforded this matter in Congressional 
hearings involving accusations of governmental invasion of privacy. 

Advantages of Maintaining Restrictions 


Routine Coverage: 

1. Although this coverage is legal, charges of invasion 
of privacy, no matter how ill-founded, are possible, 

2 0 This coverage depends on the cooperation of rank-and-file 
postal employees and is, therefore, more susceptible to compromise. 
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Covert Coverage : 

1. Coverage directed against diplomatic establishments, 
if disclosed, could have adverse diplomatic repercussions. 

2. This coverage, not having sanction of law, runs the 
risk of any illicit act magnified by the involvement of a Government 
agency. 


3. Information secured from such coverage could not be used 
for prosecutive purposes. 

Advantages of Relaxing Restrictions 


Routine Coverage : 

1* Legal mail coverage is used daily by both local and 
many Federal authorities in criminal investigations. The use of this 
technique should be available to permit coverage of individuals and 
groups in the United States who pose a threat to the internal security. 

Covert Coverage : 

1. High-level postal authorities have, in the past, provided 
complete cooperation and have maintained full security of this program. 

2. This technique involves negligible risk of compromise. 
Only high echelon postal authorities know of its existence, and personnel 
involved are highly trained, trustworthy, and u nder complete control 

of the intelligence agency. 

3. This coverage has been extremely successful in 
producing hard-core and authentic intelligence which is not obtainable 
from any other source. 
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DECISION: Mail Coverage 


Present restrictions on both types of mail 
coverage should be continued. 

Restrictions on legal coverage should be 
removed. 

Present restrictions on covert coverage should 
be relaxed on selected targets of priority foreign 
intelligence and internal security interest. 

More information is needed. 


NOTE: The FBI is opposed to implementing any covert mail coverage 
because it is clearly illegal and it is likely that, if done, infor- 
mation would leak out of the Post Office to the press and serious 
damage would be done to the intelligence community. The FBI 
has no objection to legal mail coverage providing it is done on 
a carefully controlled and selective basis in both criminal and 
security matters. 
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D. Surreptitious Entry 

Preliminary Discussion 


Nature of Restrictions 

Use of surreptitious entry, also referred to as "anonymous 
sources: and ff black bag jobs, " has been virtually eliminated. 


Advantages Qf Maintaining Restrictions 

1. The activity involves illegal entry and trespass. 

2. Information which is obtained through this technique 
could not be used for prosecutive purposes. 

3. The public disclosure of this technique would result in 
widespread publicity and embarrassment: .The news media would portray 
the incident as a flagrant violation of civil rights 


Advantages of Relaxing Restrictions 

1. Operations of this type are performed by a small number 
of carefully trained and selected personnel under strict supervision. The 
technique is implemented only after full security is assured. It has been 
used in the past with highly successful results and without adverse effects 
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2. Benefits accruing from this technique in the past have 
been innumerable. - 


3. In the past this technique, when used against subversives, 
has produced valuable intelligence material. 

DECISION: Surreptitious Entry 

Present restrictions should be continued. 

Present restrictions should be modified to permit 

procurement 


Present restrictions should also be modified 
to permit selective use of this technique against other 
urgent and high priority internal security targets. 

More information is needed. 


NOTE: The FBI is opposed to surreptitious entry 
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E. Development of Campus Sources 
Preliminary Discus sion 


Public disclosure of CIA links with the National Student 
Association and the subsequent issuance of the Katzenbach Report 
have contributed to a climate adverse to intelligence-type activity 
on college campuses and with student-related groups. It should be 
noted that the Katzenbach Report itself does not specifically restrain 
CIA from developing positive or counter intelligence sourc es to work 
on targets abroad. 

Restrictions currently in force limit certain other elements 
of the intelligence community access to some of the most troublesome 
areas: campuses, college faculties, foreign and domestic youth groups, 
leftist journalists, and black militants. 


Nature of Restrictions 

The need for great circumspection in mailing contacts 
with students, faculty members, and employees of institutions of 
learning is widely recognized. However, the requirements of the 
intelligence community for increased information in this area is 
obvious from -the conc ern of the White Hous e at the absence of hard 
information about Thi plans ancTprograms of campus and student- 
related militant organizations. At the present time no sources are 
developed among secondary school students and, with respect to 
j colleges and universities, sources are developed only among 
‘individuals who have reached legal age, with few exceptions* This 
policy is designed to minimize the possibility of embarrassment 
and adverse publicity, including charges of infringement of academic 
freedom. 
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Advantages of Maintaining Restrictions 

1. Students, faculty members, and others connected with 
educational institutions arc fr recently sensitive to and hostile towards 
any Government activity which smacks of infringement on academic 
freedom. They are prone to publicise inquiries by governmental 
agencies and the resulting publicity can often be misleading in 
portraying the Government/s interest, 

2 a Students are frequently immature and unpredictable. 

They cannot be relied on to maintain confidences or to act with discretion 
to the same extent as adult sources. 

Advantages of Relaxing Restrictions 

1. To a substantial degree, militant New Left and antiwar 
groups in the United States are comprised of students, faculty members, 
and others connected with educational institutions. To a corresponding 
degree, effective coverage of these groups and activities depends upon 
development of knowledgeable sources in the categories named. In this 
connection, the military services have capabilities which could be of 
value to the FBI. 

2. Much of the violence and disorders which have occurred 
on college campuses have been of a hastily planned nature. Unless 
sources are available within the student bodies* it is virtually impossible 
to develop advance information concerning such violence,,. 

3o The development of sources among students affiliated 
with New Left elements affords a unique opportunity to cultivate informant 
prospects v;ho may rise to positions of leadership in the revolutionary 
movement or otherwise become of great long-range value. 

4. The extraordinary and unprecedented wave of destruction 
which has sw r ept U. S. campuses in the past several months and which 
in some respects represents a virtual effort to overthrow our system 
provides a cl ear justi fication for the development of campus .informants 
in the interest of nationaTTfecurity* 
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5. Contacts with students will make^it possible to 
obtain information about travel abroad by tLS, students and about 
attendance at international conferences, 

DECISION: Development of Campus Sources 

Present restrictions on development of campus 

and student-related sources should be continued. 

Present restrictions should be relaxed to permit 

expanded coverage of violence-prone campus and 
student-related groups. 

CIA coverage of American students (and others) 

traveling abroad or living abroad should be increased. 

More information is needed. 


NOTE : The FBI is opposed to removing any present controls and 

restrictions relating to the development of campus sources. 
To do so would severely jeopardize its investigations and 
could result in leaks to the press which would be damaging 
and which could result in charges that investigative agencies 
are interfering with academic freedom. 
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Preliminarv Discussion 
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The use of undercover agents by the military services to 
develop domestic intelligence is currently limited to penetration of 
organizations whose membership includes military personnel and whose 
activities pose a direct threat to the military establishment. For example 
although the Navy has approximately 54 Naval ROTC units and numerous 
classified Government contract projects on various campuses across 
the country, the Naval Investigative Service conducts no covert collection 
on college campuses. The same is true of the other military services. 

Nature of Restrictions 

The use of undercover agents by the military investigative 
services to develop domestic intelligence among' civilian 
targets is believed beyond the statutory intent of the Congress as 
expressed in Title 10, U. S. Code, and in current resource authoriza- 
tions. The Delimitations Agreem ent (1949 agreement signed by the u 
FBI, Army, Navy land Air Force which delimits responsibility for | 
each agency with regard to investigations of espionage, counter- f 
espionage, subversion and sabotage) reflects the current missions 
of the FBI and the military services. Further, there is a lack of 
assets to undertake this mission unless essential service-related 
counterintelligence missions are reduced. There is also concern for 
morale and disciplinary reactions within the services should the 
existence of such covert operations become known. 

Advantages of Maintaining Restrictions 

1. If the utilization of military counterintelligence in this 
mission is contrary to the intent of the Congress, discovery of employ- 
ment may result in unfavorable legislation and further reductions in 
appropriations. 

2. Ladling direct statutory authority, the use of the military 
services in this mission could result in legal action directed against the 
Executive Branch. 


3. The use of military personnel to report on civilian 
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4. If ex pan Yen f thr m-ssion of the military services with 
regard to college campuses is lO provide coverage of any significance, 
it will require corollary increases in resources. 

5. Prosecutions for violations of law discovered in the 
course of military penetration of civilian organizations must be tried 

in civil courts. The providing of military witnesses will require compli- 
cated interdepartmental coordination to a much greater extent than the 
present and will serve, in the long run, to reduce security. 

6. Disclosure that military counterintelligence agencies have 
been furnishing information obtained through this technique to nonmilitary 
investigative agencies with respect to civilian activities would certainly 
result in considerable adverse publicity. The Army’s recent experience 
with former military intelligence personnel confirms this estimate. 

Since obligated service officers, first enlistees and draftees are drawn 
from a peer group in which reaction is most unfavorable, morale and 
disciplinary problems can be anticipated. 

Advantages of Relaxing Restrictions 

1. Lifting these restrictions would expand the scope of 
domestic intelligence collection efforts by diverting additional manpower 
and resources for the collection of information on college campuses and 
in the vicinity of military installations. 

2. The use of undercover agents by the military counter- 
intelligence agencies could be limited to localized targets where the 
threat is great and the likelihood of exposure minimal. Moreover, 
controlled use of trusted personnel leaving the service to return tc 
college could expand the collection capabilities at an acceptable risk, 

3. The military services have a certain number of personnel 
pursuing special academic courses on campuses and universities. Such 
personnel, who in many instances have already been investigated for 
security clearance, would represent a valuable pool of potential sources 
for reporting on subversive activities' of -campus and student- related 
groups. 
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D ECISION: Usa of Military 

Undercover Agents 

____ Present restrictions should be retained. 

The counterintelligence mission of the military 

services should be expanded to include the active 
collection of intelligence concerning student- 
related dissident activities, with provisions for 
a close coordination with the FBI. 

No change should be made in the current 

mission of the military counterintelligence 
services; however, present restrictions 
should be relaxed to permit the use of trusted 
military personnel as FBI assets in the 
collection of intelligence regarding student- 
related dissident activities. 

More information is needed. 


The FBI is opposed to the use of any military undercover agents 
to develop domestic intelligence information because this would 
be in violation of the Delimitations Agreement. The military 
services, joined by the FBI, oppose any modification of the if 
Delimitations Agreement which would extend their jurisdiction // 
beyond matters of interest to the Department of Defense. II 
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ii. budget a:;d manpower restrictions 

The capability of member agencies, NSA, CIA, DIA, FBI, 
and the military counterintelligence services, to collect intelligence 
data is limited by available resources, particularly in terms of budget 
and/or qualified manpower. For some agencies fiscal limitations or 
recent cutbacks have been acute. Budgetary requirements for some 
agencies, other than the FBI, are reviewed and passed upon by officials 
who, in some instances, may not be fully informed concerning intelligence 
requirements. 


The military services noted that cuts in budget requirements 
for counterintelligence activities have the effect of severely hampering 
the ability of these services 'to accomplish missions relating to coverage 
of threats to the national security. Budgetary deficiencies have occurred 
at a time when investigative work loads are increasing significantly. 

Manpower limitations constitute a major restriction on 
the FBI's capabilities in the investigation of subversive activities. 

The problem is further complicated by the fact that, even if substantial 
numbers of Agents could be recruited on a crash basis, the time required 
to conduct background investigations and to provide essential training 
would mean several months' delay in personnel being available for use 
against the rapidly escalating subversive situation. 
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In the event, as a result of this report, additional 
collection requirements should be levied on the agencies involved- 
it would be necessary to provide for essential funding. 


DECISION: Budget and Manpower Restrictions 

Each agency should submit a detailed estimate as 

to projected manpower needs and other costs in the 
event the various investigative restraints herein are 
lifted. 

Each agency must operate within its current 

budgetary or manpower limitations, irrespective 
of action required as result of this report. 

More information is needed. 
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PART THREE 

EVALUATION OF INTERAGENCY COORDINATION 
I. CURRENT PROCEDURES TO EFFECT COORDINATION 


There is currently no operational body or mechanism 
specifically charged with the overall analysis, coordination, and 
continuing evaluation of practices and policies governing the acquisi- 
tion and dissemination of intelligence, the pooling of resources, and 
the correlation of operational activities in the domestic field. 

Although a substantial exchange of intelligence and research 
material between certain of the interested agencies already exists, much 
remains to be done in the following areas: (1) the preparation of coordinated 
intelligence estimates in a format useful for policy formulation; (2) the 
coordination of intelligence collection resources of the member agencies 
and the establishment of clear-cut priorities for the various agencies; 
and (3) the coordination of the operational activities of member agencies 
in developing the required intelligence. 


II. SUGGESTED MEASURES TO IMPROVE THE COORDINATION OF 
DOMESTIC INTELLIGENCE COLLECTION 

It is believed that an interagency group on domestic 
intelligence should be established to effect coordination between the 
various member agencies. This group would define the specific require- 
ments of the various agencies, provide regular evaluations of domestic 
intelligence, develop recommendations relative to policies governing 
operations in the field of domestic intelligence, and prepare periodic 
domestic intelligence estimates which w'ould incorporate the results 
of the combined efforts of the entire intelligence community. 

Membership in this group should consist of the principal 
officers responsible for domestic i ntellig ence collectio n activities 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Central Intelligence Agency, 
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the National Security Agency, the Defense Intelligence Agency, and the 
counterintelligence agencies of the Departments of the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force. In addition, an appropriate representative of the 
White House would have membership. The committee would report 
periodically to the White House, and a White House staff representative 
would coordinate intelligence originating with this committee in the 
same manner as Dr. Henry Kissinger, Assistant to the President, 
coordinates foreign intelligence on behalf of the President. The 
chairman would be appointed by the President. 

This interagency group would have authority to determine 
appropriate staff requirements and to implement these requirements, 
subject to the approval of the President, in order to meet the' 
responsibilities and objectives described above. 

DECISION: Permanent Interagency Group ^ 

An ad hoc group consisting of the FBI, CIA, NSA, 

DIA, and the military counterintelligence agencies 

:f ,.. ^ - i should be appointed and should serve as long as the 

President deems necessary, to provide evaluations 
, i of domestic intelligence, prepare periodic domestic 
intelligence estimates, and carry out the other 
objectives indicated above. 

A permanent committee consisting of the FBI, CIA, NSA, 

DIA, and the military counterintelligence agencies 

should be appointed to provide evaluations of 
domestic intelligence, prepare periodic domestic 
intelligence estimates, and carry out the other 
objectives indicated above. 

No further action required. 

More information is needed. 


NOTE : The FBI is opposed to the creation of a permanent committee 

for the purpose of providing evaluations of domestic intelligence, 
however the FBI would approve of preparing periodic domestic 
intelligence estimates. 
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The testimony of Tom Charles Huston, contained in classified 
transcripts obtained from the Senate Armed Services Committee, has been 
withheld from publication in accordance with the rules of that committee. 

Mr. Huston testified on May 21, 1973, and stated that a report 
was prepared by the intelligence services as directed by the President 
on June 5, entitled "Special Report Interagency Committee on Intelligence 
(Ad Hoc) Following the preparation of the Special Report, FBI Director 
Hoover objected to the inclusion of options for the President to lift 
restraints on intelligence gathering methods. Mr. Huston understood that 
Mr. Hoover originally wanted to place his objections in the body of the 
report, but he was prevailed on to place them in the form of footnotes 
to those parts of the report setting out options for lifting restraints 
on intelligence gathering methods. 
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JULY 9, 1973 3 HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COM - 
MITTEEE EXECUTIVE SESSION , 1381-82 


The testimony of Tom Charles Huston, contained in classified 
transcripts obtained from the House Armed Services Committee, has been 
withheld from publication in accordance with the rules of that committee, 
Mr. Huston testified on July 9, 1973, and in that testimony 
he recited that Mr. Hoover had objected to certain options in the report 
of the Interagency Committee on Intelligence (Ad Hoc) , and had placed 
his objections in footnotes to the Report. General Bennett and Admiral 
Gayler complained about the presence of the footnotes, but were convinced 
not to dispute Mr. Hoover’s inclusion of them. 
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Mr. Dash. Were you aware that Mr. Hoover, Director of the FBI, 
opposed, at least entered his opposition to most of the recommenda- 
tions in that plan? 

Mr. Haldeman. I knew that — I think in the recommendation itself 
which was signed by Director Hoover as chairman of the committee, 
he had indicated in the various recommendations his disagreement 
with some of them in spite of the fact that they were the committee 
recommendation. 

He was transmitting them as the committee recommendation with 
issent. 

3Tr. Dash. Well, now, did Mr. Huston seek to get your assistance in 
overriding Mr. Hoover’s objections? 

Mr. Haldeman. Yes ; I think he did. 

Mr. Dash. And did he send a series of memorandums to you with 
regard to that ? 

Mr. Haldeman. I have seen the memorandums that have been put 
into exhibit and reprinted in the papers and they would indicate that 
he did, yes. 

Mr. Dash. Well, did you just see them as they were reprinted in the 
papers or do you actually recall receiving those memorandums and 
reading them? 

Mr. Haldeman. I have a general recollection. I cannot identify hav- 
ing seen or acted upon any specific memorandum without looking at it 
and reviewing it. I do know that there was a definite concern on Mr. 
Huston’s part and on the other side, on the President’s part, that there 
was — we knew there was a problem going into this. One of the reasons 
for bringing this group together was the fact that communication 
between the FBI and other intelligence agencies was at best minimal. 

Mr. Dash. Let me just show you one memorandum and I think this 
has already gone into the record. See at least if you can recollect it. It is 
a memorandum dated August 5, 1970, from Air Huston to you, subject, 
“Domestic Intelligence’’*, which is primarily dealing with the problem 
of Mr. Hoover’s objections and indicating that the program ought to 
move forward and asking your assistance. I ask you to take a look at 
it, see if you do recall it and if you do, would you comment on it? 

Mr. Wilson. May we keep this, Mr. Dash ? 

Mr. Dash. It is my only copy at the moment. We can make a Xerox 
copy for you. Unfortunately, our Xerox machine is broken down. That 
is why members of our committee do not have copies. 

This has been entered in the record at a prior time. 

Mr. Haldeman. I cannot positively, without any doubt, say I read 
that memorandum at the time it was sent to me but I have a very clear 
recollection of the general content of the problem that existed at that 
time and I probably did read this memorandum. 

Mr Dash. Would it be fair to characterize that memorandum as 
Mr. Huston being considerably upset over Mr, Hoover’s obstinacy in 
opposing the plan and — — 

Mr. Haldeman. Yes. 

Mr. Dash continuing]. And indicating that it was quite urgent that 
the plan go forward and seeking your assistance? 

Mr, Haldeman. Yes. 


*See Book 3, exhibit No. 37. p. 1325. 
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Kunzig, who is now an associate judge of the U.S. Court 
of Claims. 

Mr. Sampson has been Act in" Administrator of Gen- 
eral Services since June 2, 1972. He joined the General 
Services Administration in 1969 as Commissioner of the 
Federal Supply Sen ice. From 1970 to 1972 he was Com- 
riiissioncr of the Public Buildings Sendee in GSA and the 
first Deputy Administrator of GSA for Special Projects. 

He came to the General Services Administration after 
6 years in Pennsylvania State government, where he was 
secretary of administration and budget secretary under 
Gov. Raymond P. Shafer, and deputy secretary for pro- 
curement, department of property and supplies, under 
Gov. William W. Scranton. Prior to entering government 
service, he was employed by the General Electric Co. for 
12 years. 

Mr. Sampson was bom on October 8, 1926, in Warren, 
R.I. He received his B.5. degree in business adminis- 
tration from the University of Rhode Island in 1951 and 
has done graduate work at the George Washington 
University. 

Active in several professional organizations, Mr. Samp- 
son was presented the Synergy III Award for outstanding 
contributions toward the advancement of architecture by 
the Society of American Registered Architects in 1972. 
In 1973 he was selected as one of the Top Ten Public 
Works Men of the Year, and he was named an honorary 
member of the American Institute of Architects. 

He and his wife, Blanche, have four children and reside 

in Washington, D.G. 

© 

.vote: For the President’s statement upon announcing his Intention 
to nominate Mr. Sampson, sec the preceding item. 

fthc Watergate Investigation 

merits by the President. May 22, 1973 

Recent news accounts growing out of testimony in the 
Watergate investigations have given grossly misleading 
impressions of many of the facts, as they relate both to my 
own role and to certain unrelated activities involving na- 
tional security. 

Already, on the basis of second- and third-hand hearsay 
testimony by persons either convicted or themselves under 
investigation in the ease, I have found myself accused of 
involvement in activities l never heard of until 1 read 
about them in news accounts. 

These impulsions could also lead to a serious misunder- 
standing of those national security activities which, though 
totally unrelated to Watergate, have become entangled in 
the case. They could lead to further compromise of sensi- 
tive national security information. 
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I will not abandon my responsibilities. I will continue 
to do the job I was elected to do. 

In the accompanying statement, I have set forth the 
facts as I know them as they relate to my own role. 

With regard to the specific allegations that have been 
made, I can and do state categorically : 

1. I .had no prior knowledge of the Watergate 
operation. 

2. I took no part in. nor was I aware of, any subsequent 
efforts that may have been made to cover up 
Watergate. 

3. At no time did I authorize any offer of executive 
clemency for the Watergate defendants, nor did I 
know of any such offer. 

4. I did not know, until the time of my own investiga- 
tion, of any effort to provide the Watergate defend- 
ants with funds. 

5. At no time did I attempt, or did I authorize others 
to attempt, to implicate the CIA in the Watergate 
matter. 

6. It was not until the time of my own investigation 
that I learned of the break-in at the office of Mr. 
Ellsbcrg's psychiatrist, and I specifically authorized 
the furnishing of this information to Judge Byme. 

7. I neither authorized nor encouraged subordinates to 
engage in illegal or improper campaign tactics. 

In the accompanying statement, I have sought to pro- 
vide the background that may place recent allegations in 
perspective. I have specifically stated that executive 
privilege will not be invoked as to any testimony concern- 
ing possible criminal conduct or discussions of possible 
criminal conduct, in the matters under investigation. I 
want the public to learn the truth about Watergate and 
those guilty of any illegal actions brought to justice. 


Allegations surrounding the Watergate affair have so 
escalated chat I feel a further statement from the President 
is required at this time. 

A climate of sensationalism has developed in which 
even second- or third -hand hearsay charges arc headlined 
as fact and repeated as fact- 

important national security operations which them- 
selves had no connection with Watergate have become 
entangled in the ease. 

As a result, some national security Information has 
already been made public through court orders, through 
the subpoenaing of documents, and through tcstlmonv 
witnesses have given in judicial and Congressional pro- 
ceedings. Other sensitive documents are now threatened 
with disclosure. Continued silence about those operations 
would compromise rather than protect them, and would 
also serve to perpetuate a grossly distorted view — which 
recent partial disclosures have given — of the nature and 
purpose of those operations. 
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The purpose of this statement is threefold: 

•—First, to set forth the facts about rny own relationship 
to the Watergate matter; 

— Second, to place in some perspective some of the more 
sensational — and inaccurate — of the charges that have 
filled the headlines in recent days, and also some of the 
matters that are currently being discussed in Senate testi- 
mony and elsewhere; 

— Third, to draw the distinction between national secu- 
rity operations and the Watergate case. To put the other 
matters in perspective, it will be necessary to describe the 
national security operations first. 

In citing these national security matters, it is not my 
intention to place a national security “cover” on Water- 
gate, but rather to separate them out from Watergate— 
and at the same time to explain the context in which cer- 
tain actions took place that were later misconstrued or 
misused. 

Long before the Watergate break-in, three important 
national security operations took place which have subse- 
quently become entangled in the Watergate case. 

— The first operation, begun in 1969, was a program of 
wiretaps. All were legal, under the authorities then exist- 
ing. They were undertaken to find and stop serious 
national security leaks. 

— The second operation was a reassessment, which I 
ordered in 1970, of the adequacy of internal security 
measures. This resulted in a plan and a directive to 
I strengthen our intelligence operations. They were pro- 
tested by Mr. Hoover, and as a result of his protest tiiey 
were not put into effect. 

— The third operation was the establishment, in 1971, 
of a Special Investigations Unit in the White House. Its 
primary mission was to plug leaks of vital security infor- 
mation. I also dirt v ' N> ' 1 ‘bis- group to prepare an accurate 
history of certain crucial national security matters which 
occurred under prior administrations, on which the Gov- 
ernment’s records were incomplete. 

Here is the background of these three security opera- 
tions initiated in my Administration. 

1959 Wiretaps 

By mid-1969, my Administration had begun a number 
of highly sensitive foreign policy initiatives. They were 
aimed at ending the war in Vietnam, achieving a settle- 
ment in the Middle East, limiting nuclear arms, and estab- 
lishing new relationships among the great powers. These 
involved highly secret diplomacy. They were closely inter- 
related. Leaks of secret information about any one could 
endanger all. 

Exactly that happened. News accounts appeared in 
1 9 r >9, which were obviously based on leaks — some of them 
extensive and detailed — by people having access to the 
m.o:t highly classified security materials. 

There was no way to carry forward these diplomatic 


initiatives unless further leaks could be prevented. This 
required finding the source of the leaks. 

In order to do this, a special program of wiretaps was 
instituted in mid-1969 and terminated in February 197;. 
Fewer than 20 taps, of varying duration, were involved. 
They produced important leads that made it possible to 
tighten the security of highly sensitive materials. I author- 
ized this entire program. Each individual tap was under- 
taken in accordance with procedures legal at the time and 
in accord with longstanding precedent. 

Tee persons who were subject to these wiretaps were 
determined through coordination among the Director of 
the FBI, my Assistant for National Security- Affairs, and 
the Attorney General. Those wiretapped were selected on 
the basis of access to the information leaked, material in 
security files, and evidence that developed as the inquiry 
proceeded. 

Information thus obtained was made available to senior 
officials responsible for national security matters in order 
to curtail furtherleaks. 

The 1970 Intelligence Plan 

In the spring and summer of 2970, another security 
pioblem reached critical proportions. In March a wave 
of bombings and explosions struck college campuses and 
cities. There were 400 bomb threats in one 24-hour period 
in New* York City*. Rioting and violence on college cam- 
puses reached a new peak after the Cambodian operation 
and the tragedies at Kent State and Jackson State. The 
1959—70 school /ear brought nearly 1,800 campus dem- 
onstrations and nearly 250 cases of arson on campus. Many 
colleges closed. Gun battles between guerrilla-style groups 
and police were taking place. Some of the disruptive ac- 
tivities were receiving foreign support. 

Complicating the task of maintaining security was the 
fact that, in 1966, certain types of undercover FBI oper- 
ations that had been conducted for many years had been 
suspended. Tnis also had substantially impaired our abil- 
ity to collect foreign intelligence information. At the same 
time, the relationships between the FBI and other Intelli- 
gence agencies had been deteriorating. Bv May 1970, FBr 
Director Hoover shut off his agency’s liaison with the CIA 
altogether. 

On June 5, 1970, I met with the Director of the FBI 
(Mr. Hoover), the Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency (Mr. Richard Helms), the Director of the De- 
fense Intelligence Agency (Gen. Donald V. Bennett), and 
the Director of the National Security Agency (Adm. Nod 
Gayler). 5\e discussed the urgent need for better intelli- 
gence operations. I appointed Director Hoover as 
chairman of an interagency committee to prepare recom- 
mendations. „ ^ 

On June 25, the committee submitted a report which, 
included specific options for expanded intelligence oper- 
ations. and Oil July 25 the agencies were notified bv 
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22. During the first week of July 1970 Huston sent the Special 

Report and a Top Secret memorandum entitled "Operational Restraints 
on Intelligence Collection*’ to Haldeman. In the memorandum Huston re- 
commended that the President , from among the options discussed by the 
Report, select in most areas discussed the option relaxing the re- 
straints on intelligence collection. Huston specifically noted that 
covert mail covers and surreptitious entries were illegal but nonethe- 
less recommended that the restraints on the* use of these techniques 
be relaxed. Huston justified his recommendation in part on the past 
practices of the FBI. Huston also recommended the formation of an 
interagency evaluation committee, as outlined in the Report. 

Page 


22.1 Tom Charles Huston memorandum, "Operational 
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TOP SZCuLT 
HANDLE VIA CO MINT CL 

OPERATIONAL RESTRAINTS ON 


. •» *- » *./ <-j Cl N ■*~ i \ 

;tzlljgence collect^:; 


A. In te r prcfcive P.c:st?‘aint on Cor: :.uur ica fcions Intelligence, {pp. 2 5> - 2 ; 


Recommend atlon: 

Present interpretation should be broadened to permit 
and program for coverage by NSA of the commuLcano... 
of U. S. citizens using international facilities. 

Rationale: 

The FBI does not have the capability to monitor 
international communications. NSA is currently 
doing so on a restricted basis, and the informa- 
tion it has provided has been most helpful. Ivlucr- 
of this information is particularly useful to the 
White House and it would be to our disadvantage 
to allow the FBI to determine what NSA should go 
in this area without regard to our own require- 
ments. No appreciable risk is involved in this 
course of action. 

B. Electronic Surveillances and Penetration s, (pp. 26-28) 
Recommendation: 

Present procedures should be changed to permit 
intensification of coverage of individuals and. 
groups in the United States who pose a major 
threat to the internal security. 

ALSO, .present procedures should be changed to 
pc rrnit intensification ox coverage Ox foreign 
nationals anu Ciipj.oziio.uic xiscaoxisziii^onts m cue 
United Scales ox interest xo tne mteiii gcnce 
community. 

Rationale r 

At in c pres*. * • ~ i «• rn e , * o s s c nan o 5 c >■ e c t r o m c 
penetrations i.i c operative. ims includes 
coverage of me GPU3A and organized crime 
targets, v/itn c.».\ a . ew XiuCuorizec. against 
subjects of pres.^mg infernal security interest. 

TOP SECRET 
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Mr. Hoover's statement that the FBI would not oppose 
other agencies seeking approval for and operating 
electronic surveillances is gratutious since no other 
agencies have the capability. 

Everyone knov/lcdgable in the field, with the exception 
of Mr, Hoover, concurs that existing coverage is grossly 
inadequate. CIA and NSA note that this is particularly 
true of diplomatic establishments, and we have learned at 
the White House that it is also true of New Left croups. 

C. Mail Coverage (pp. ^29-31} j 

Recommendation: 

* I 

Restrictions on legal coverage should be removed. 

ALSO, present restrictions on covert coverage 
should be relaxed on selected targets of priority 
foreign intelligence and internal security interest. 

Rationale : 

There is no valid argument against use of legal mail 
covers except Mr. Hoover's concern that the civil 
liberties people may become upset. This risk is surely 
an acceptable one and hardly serious enough to justify 
denying ourselves a valuable and legal intelligence tool. 

Covert coverage is illegal and there are serious risks 
involved. However, the advantages to be derived from 
its use outweigh the risks. This technique is particularly 
valuable in identifying espionage agents and other contacts 
of foreign intelligence services. 

D. Surreptitious Entry (pp. 32-33) 

Recommendation: 

Present restrictions should be modified to permit pro- 
curement of vitally needed foreign cryptographic material. . 

ALSO, present restrictions should be modified to permit 
selective use of this technique against other urgent and 
high priority inte rnal. security targets. —V , ^ 
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Rationale: 

Use of this technique is clearly illegal: - it amounts 
to burglary. It is also highly risky and could result 
in great embar rassment if exposed. However, it 
is also the most fruitful tool and can produce the 
type of intelligence which, cannot be obtained in any 
other fashion.* 

The FBI, in -tLa Mr. Hoover 1 s younger days*, used to 
conduct such operations with great success and with 
no exposure. The information secured was invaluable. 

NSA has a particular interest since it is possible by 
this technique to secure materials with which NSA can 
break foreign cryptographic codes. We spend millions 
of dollars attempting to break these codes by machine. 

One successful surreptitious entry can do the job 
/ successfully at no dollar cost. 

Surreptitious entry of facilities occupied by subversive 
elements can turn up information about identities, 
methods of operation, and other invaluable investigative 
information which is not otherwise obtainable. This 
technique would be particularly helpful if used against 
the Weathermen and Black Panthers. 

The deployment of the Executive Protector Force has 
increased the risk of surreptitious entry of diplomatic 
establishments. However, it is the belief of all except 
Mr. Hoover that the technique can still be successfully 
used on a selective basis. 

E . Development of Campus Sources (pp. 34-36) 

Recommendation: 


Present restrictions should be relaxed to permit expanded 
coverage of violence-prone campus and student- related 
groups. 

ALSO, CIA. coverage of American students (aaci otnersj* 
traveling or living abroad should be increase 

TOP SECRET 
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Ha £C 


The FBI does not currently recruit any campus sources 
among individuals below 21 years of age. This dramatically 
reduces the pool from which sources may be. drawn. Mr. Ho o v 
is afraid of a young student surfacing in the press as an FBI 
source, although the reaction in the past to such events has 
been minimal. After all, everyone assumes the FBI has 
such sources. 

The campus is the battle-ground of the revolutionary 
protest movement. It is impossible to gather effective 
intelligence about the movement unless we have campus 
sources. The risk of exposure is minimal, and where 
exposure occurs the adverse publicity is moderate and 
short-lived. It is a price we must be willing to pay for 
effective coverage of the campus scene. The intelligence 
community, with the exception of Mr. Hoover, feels 
strongly that it is imperative the we increase the number 
of campus sources this fall in order to forestall widespread 
•violence. 

CIA claims there are no existing restraints on its coverage 
of over- seas activities of US nationals. However, / this 
coverage has been grossly inadequate since 1965 and an 
explicit directive to increase coverage is required. 


F. Use of Military Undercover Agents (pp. 37-39) 
Recommendation: 

Present restrictions should be retained. 


, Rationale: 


The intelligence community is agreed that the risks 
of lifting these restraints are greater tn an me value 
of any p o s s i'ol e into llig e a c e v/ni cn .conic o e acc ui rcu 


by doing so. 




oVAV / 

S\' - * 


ft 

ftf 


r.\<- 
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Re com m end all o n : 

Each agency should submit a detailed estimate as to'* 
projected manpower needs and other costs in the event 
the various investigative restraints herein are lifted. 

Rationale: 


In tile event that the above recommendations are concurred 
in, it will be necessary to modify existing budgets to provide 
the money and manpower necessary for their implementation. 
The intelligence community has been badly hit in the budget 
squeeze (I suspect the foreign intelligence operations are in 
the same shape) and it may^a. well be necessary to make 
some modifications. The projected figures should be 
reasonable, but will be subject to individual review if this 
recommendation is accepted. . \ 

MEASURES TO IMPROVE DOMESTIC INTELLIGENCE OPERATIONS 
(pp. 42-43} 

Recommendatio n: 

A permanent committee consisting of the FBI, CIA, NSA, 

DIA, and the. military counterintelligence agencies should 
be appointed to provide evaluations of domestic intelligence, 
prepare periodic domestic intelligence estimates, and carry- 
out the other objectives specified in the report. 


Rationale: 


The need for increased coordination, joint estimates, and 
responsiveness to the White House is obvious to the 
intelligence community. There are a number of operational 
problems which need to be worked out since iVi r . STlO O W: V i 3 
fearful of any mechanism which might jeopardize his autonom 
CIA would prefer an ad hoc committee to see how the system 
'works, but other members believe that this would merely deb 
the establishment of effective coordination anu ioint ope r s: Lm 
The value of lifting intelligence colie c lion restraints is 
proportional to the availability of joint operations and ovdsai: 
and the establishment of mu 
irnpe rati ve - 


inter -ap.cnc'. 


/ s 


roun is co.; 
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22.2 SUMMARY OF TOM CHARLES HUSTON TESTIMONY, 
MAY 21, 1973, SENATE ARMED SERVICES COM - 
MITTEE, 138-39 


The testimony of Tom Charles Huston, contained in classified 
transcripts obtained from the Senate Armed Services Committee, has been 
withheld from publication in accordance with the rules of that committee, 
Mr. Huston testified on May 21, 1973, and in that testimony 
stated that the Special Report of the Interagency Committee on Intelligence 
(Ad Hoc) was transmitted to the White House and was submitted to Mr. 
Haldeman. Mr. Huston prepared a memorandum to accompany submission of 
the report to Mr. Haldeman, in which Huston outlined his recommendations 
of options to be approved by the President. Huston recited the risks 
related to the selection of those options, lifting restraints on intel^ 
ligence gathering activities, as opposed to the potential benefits. 

Huston was shown his memorandum entitled "Operational Restraint on Intel- 
ligence Collection" find he identified it. He noted that the memorandum 
went to Mr. Haldeman with the Special Report during the first week of 
July, 1970. 
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carrying some of them out, at least, in self-declared, both intentions 
and in backing, and the reasons for what they were doing. 

There was some intelligence — there was some FBI intelligence in 
this area, there was some Secret Service intelligence in this area as it 
related to Presidential threats and security. And there was some inves- 
tigative reporting by the press going on as to the background of some 
of these activities, and all of these I think would add together to be the 
sources at that time of what we did have. 

Mr. Dash. But is it your statement that you were not fully aware 
of the specifics of the Huston plan? 

Mr. Haldeiuax. I was not — let me get into how that was set up. In 
the meeting with the President and the heads of the security agencies 
the problem was outlined and the President made it very clear that 
he expected some cooperation, which there did not— which did not 
exist at that time between these agencies, in getting better information, 
evaluating the information more effectively, and disseminating it so 
that action could be taken if there was action indicated, or at least 
awareness — there would be awareness of what was happening or what 
was going to happen. 

The group assembled in his office at that time was designated by 
the President as a task force to prepare recommendations for him as 
to what ought to be done, what steps should be taken to meet the prob- 
lem and carry out the request that the President made of this group. 

It is my understanding that that — those agency heads themselves 
or by designation of members of their staff did set up such a task force 
under the chairmanship of Director Hoover which prepared an exten- 
sive set of recommendations. Mr. Huston worked with them, I under- 
stand on this, or at least they transmitted these recommendations to 
him upon their preparation, and those recommendations were sub- 
mitted to the President. They were submitted, as was customary pro- 
cedure" to Mr. Huston, the staff man assigned to that project, through 
Mr. Huston to me and through me to the President. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Huston actually reported to you? 

Mr. Haldemax. He reported through me in this particular area. He 
was — well, I do not know where he was assigned at that time. He was 
sometimes — part of the time he was at the White House he was on the 
staff of the counsel and part of the time he was on Mr. Buchanan’s staff. 

Mr. Dash. Well, in reporting to you or through you, you saw all of 
the papers that were being reviewed, did you not ? 

Mr. Haeoemax. I saw all the papers — not all the working papers of 
the committee. I saw the recommendations that went to the President. 

Mr. Dash. All right. Did you read the recommendations that went 
to the President? 

Mr. Haldemax. I am not sure I did or not. If I did it was not in any 
detail. I had an idea it was a proposal for ah expanded intelligence 
activity. 

Mr. Dash. Were you aware in that proposal there was a recommen- 
dation for both national and internal security, that there be an 
increased use of wiretapping and surreptitious entry or break-in ? 

Mr. Haldemax. I am not sure whether I was or not. I may very well 
have been. 
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On July 14, 1970 H. R. Haldeman sent a Top Secret memorandum 
to Huston stating that the President had approved Huston* s recommenda- 
tions for relaxing restraints on intelligence collection. Haldeman 
requested that a formal decision memorandum be prepared. On or about 
July 23, 1970 Huston prepared and distributed to the members of the Ad 
Hoc Committee a Top Secret decision memorandum, with copies to the 
President and Haldeman, advising of the Presidents decision to relax 
the restraints on intelligence gathering by use of the techniques of 
covering international communications facilities, electronic sur- 
veillance and penetrations, illegal mail covers, surreptitious’ entries, 
and development of campus sources. 
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Mr. Dash. Do you know why Mr. Hoover opposed the plan? 

Mr. Haldeman. I am not sure. I do not recall whether this memoran- 
dum outlined the nature of his objections or not. 

Mr. Dash. Now, are you aware after the plan was submitted to the 
President, that this plan was in fact approved by the President? 

Mr. Haldeman. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. After that approval, was the plan implemented? 

Mr. Haldeman. No; it was not. As I understand it, the approval 
was rescinded, I believe it was 5 days later by notification to the agency 
head and that, therefore, in effect, the plan was not implemented. 

Mr. Dash. Why was it rescinded? 

Mr. Haldeman. Again, as I understand it, because of Director 
Hoover’s objection to a number of parts of the plan. 

Mr. Dash. Did you know that Mr. Mitchell opposed this plan, the 
Attorney General ? 

Mr. Haldeman. I am not sure that I knew that he did or that he 
did not. 

Mr. Dash. Well, he has testified here before this committee that he 
was not in on the original planning of the plan but when he first 
learned about it, I think he says to Mr. DeLoach of the FBI, that he 
went to see you and the President and strongly opposed it and then 
the plan was not implemented. He assumed that it was partly on the 
basis of his objection. Do you recall that? 

Mr. Haldeman. I do not; but that is not necessarily — I certainly 
would not deny that. If Mr. Mitchell does feel that is the case, I do not 
recall — I do recall the plan not being put into effect. I recall con- 
siderable discussion back and forth as to whether it would be. or not. 
and the ultimate decision first, to approve and then to rescind. 

Mr. Dash. Did you become aware of an in-house White House effort 
for that special investigative unit after the Huston plan was 
rescinded ? 

Mr. Haldeman. Well, the step following the rescission of the Huston 
plan as it is now called, was the formulation of an intelligence evalua- 
tion committee that was another interagency and interdepartmental 
group. It was not an in-house White House group, although there was 
a White House representative, I believe Mr. Dean, on that intelligence 
evaluation committee and its purpose was— one of the purposes of the 
Huston plan, coordination between the various intelligence agencies 
and an attempt to share and evaluate intelligence. 

Mr. Dash. And who was supervising this? 

Mr. Haldeman. I am not sure. It was set up — it was not an in-house 
White House unit, as I said, it was an interagency unit. I believe John 
Dean was the White House representative on it and I am not sure 
how it was structured. 

Mr. Dash. Would it be true that it was Mr. John Dean’s role to be 
liaison for the White House on intelligence programs like this? 

Mr. Haldeman. Yes ; it would be. 

Mr. Dash. Now, did there come a time when there was an in-house 
White House special investigative unit? 

Mr. Haldeman. You are leading— the question relates, I assume, 
to this special investigations unit that was set up in 1971. 
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July 14, 1970 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 


MR. HUSTON 


•SUBJECT: 


Domestic Intelligence Review 


The recommendations you have proposed as a result of the review 
have been approved by the President. 

He does not, however, want to follow the procedure you outlined 
on page 4 of your memorandum regarding implementation. He 
would prefer that the thing simply be put into motion on the 
basis of this approval. 

• ; - ' v ' 

The formal official memorandum should, of course, be prepared 
and that should be the device by- which to carry it cut. 

X realise this is contrary to your feeling as tq the best way to get 
this done. If you feci very strongly that this procedure won’t won' 
you had better let me know and v/e'ii take another stab at it. 
Otherwise let’s go ahead. 


H. R. HARDEMAN 


J r , nn> cvr-qw 

V’*, kj > N.'-.V, A-/ 
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was involved. Through the jieriod of March and April of 1973, 1 have 
quite detailed notes regarding Dean conservations because at that 
time he was giving me information for the President. 

SECURITY PROBLEMS 

Turning to the question of security problems, it has been alleged that 
there was an atmosphere of fear at the White House regarding security 
matters. I can state categorically that there was no climate of fear at all. 
There was, however, a healthy and valid concern for a number of mat- 
ters in the general area of national security and for a number of other 
matters in the general area of domestic security. This was a rational 
concern, and it was of sufficient import to require that considerable 
thought be given to steps to combat the actual problems and potential 
dangers that existed. 

With regard to leaks of information, especially in the national secu- 
rity area, it became evident in 1969 that leaks of secret information were 
taking place that seriously jeopardized a number of highly sensitive 
foreign policy initiatives that had been undertaken by the administra- 
tion, including the ending of the war in Vietnam, the Middle East 
crisis, nuclear arms limitation, and the establishment of new relation- 
ships among the great powers. These initiatives were closely inter- 
related; leaks about any one of them could seriously endanger all of 
them ; and such leaks were taking place. 

In order to deal with these Teaks, a program of wiretaps was in- 
stituted in 1969 and continued into early 1971. The President has stated 
that each of these taps was undertaken in accordance with procedures 
that were legal at the time and in accord with longstanding practice 
in this area. This program was authorized by the President of the 
United States and the wiretaps were determined by coordination be- 
tween the Director of the FBI, the President’s Assistant for National 
Security Affairs, and the Attorney General of the United States. 

In 1970 the domestic security problem reached critical proportions 
as a wave of bombings and explosions, rioting and violence, demon- 
strations, arson, gun battles, and other disruptive activities took place 
across the country-on college campuses primarily — but also in other 
areas. 

In order to deal with this problem, the President set up an inter- 
agency committee consisting of the Directors of the FBI, the CIA, the 
Defense Intelligence Agency and the National Security Agency. This 
committee was instructed to prepare recommendations for the Presi- 
dent — which they did. The report they submitted included specific 
options for expanded intelligence operations and Mr. Huston, the 
White House staff man for this project, was notified by a memorandum 
, from me of the approval of the President. 

TU As has been reported, Director Hoover expressed opposition to parts 
of this program and as a result, the agencies were subsequently notified 
that the approval had been rescinded. This approval was withdrawn 
before the plan was implemented so the net result was that it never 
went into effect. 

Instead of this program, an Intelligence Evaluation Committee was 
created in December of 1970 that included representatives of the White 
House, CIA, FBI, NSA, and the Departments of Justice, Treasury, 
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The testimony of Tom Charles Huston, contained in classified 
transcripts obtained from the Senate Armed Services Committee, has been 
withheld from publication in accordance with the rules of that committee, 
Mr. Huston testified on May 21, 1973, and in that testimony 
stated that in mid-July, 1970, he received a reply memorandum from Mr. 
Haldeman, stating that the President had approved Huston 1 s recommenda- 
tions on lifting restraints that had been submitted to the President and 
that those recommendations were to be implemented. The recommendations 
were not, however, to be implemented in the manner suggested by Mr. 
Huston, which would have involved a reconvening of the directors of the 
intelligence services. Huston identified Haldeman* s memorandum, dated 
July 14, 1970, entitled "Domestic Intelligence Review." 

Haldeman 1 s memorandum instructed Huston to prepare a decision 
memorandum to be sent out to the intelligence services. That decision 
memorandum was dated July 23, 1970 and sent to the four intelligence 
agencies . 
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JULY 9 ^ 1973, HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COM- 
MITTEE, 1389-90 


The testimony of Tom Charles Huston, contained in classified 
transcripts obtained from the House Armed Services Committee, has been 
withheld from publication in accordance with the rules of that committee. 

Mr. Huston testified on July 9, 1973, and in that testimony stated 
that he was directed by Mr. Haldeman to send a decision memorandum to the 
intelligence services indicating that the President had approved Huston^ 
recommendations for lifting restraints on intelligence gathering methods. 
Huston further testified that he submitted the decision memorandum to 
Haldeman for his consideration prior to distribution of it to the directors 
of the intelligence services. The memorandum called to the attention of 
the intelligence services that the President himself had approved the 
options to lift restraints on intelligence gathering methods. 
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Kunzig, who is now an associate judge of the U.S. Court 
of Claims. 

Mr. Sampson has been Acting Administrator of Gen- 
eral Services since June 2, 1972. He joined the Ceneral 
•Services Administration in 1969 as Commissioner of the 
Federal Supply Service. From 1970 to 1972 he was Com- 
missioner of the Public Buildings Service in GSA and the 
first Deputy Administrator of GSA for Special Projects. 

He came to the General Services Administration after 
6 years in Pennsylvania State government, where he was 
secretary of administration and budget secretary under 
Gov. Raymond P. Shafer, and deputy secretary for pro- 
curement, department of property and supplies, under 
Gov. William W. Scranton. Prior to entering government 
service, he was employed by the General Electric Co. for 
12 years. 

Mr. Sampson was bom on October 8, 1926, in Warren, 
R.L He received his B.S. degree in business adminis- 
tration from the University of Rhode Island in 195 1 and 
has done graduate work at the George Washington 
University. 

Active in several professional organizations, Mr. Samp- 
son was presented the Synergy III Award for outstanding 
contributions toward the advancement of architecture by 
the Society of American Registered Architects in 1972. 
In 1973 he was selected as one of the Top Ten Public 
Works Men of the Year, and he was named an honorary 
member of the American Institute of Architects. 

Fie and his wife, Blanche, have four children and reside 
in Washington, D.C. 

j*ote: For the Presidents statement upon announcing his intention 
to nominate Mr. Sampson, see the preceding item. 

The Watergate Investigation 

Statements by the President, May 22, 1973 

Recent news accounts growing put of testimony in the 
Watergate investigations have given grossly misleading 
impressions of many of the facts, as they relate both to my 
own role and to certain unrelated activities involving na- 
tional security. 

Already, on the basis of second- and third-hand hearsay 
testimony by persons either convicted or themselves under 
investigation in the case, I have found myself accused of 
involvement in activities I never heard of until I read 
about them In news accounts. 

‘These Impressions could also lead to a serious misunder- 
standing of those national security activities which, though 
totally unrelated to Watergate, have become entangled in 
the cose. They could lead to further compromise of sensi- 
tive national security information. 


I will not abandon rny responsibilities. I will continue 
to do the job I was elected to do. 

In the accompanying statement, I have set forth the 
facts as I know them as they relate to my own role. 

With regard to the specific allegations that have been, 
made, I can and do state categorically; 

1. I , had no prior knowledge of the Watergate 

operation. 

2. I took no part In, nor was I aware of, any subsequent 
efforts that may have been made to cover up 
Watergate. 

3. At no time did I authorize any offer of executive 
clemency for the Watergate defendants, nor did I . 
know of any such offer. 

4. I did not know, until the time of my own investiga- 
tion, oF any effort to provide the Watergate defend- 
ants with funds. 

5. At no time did I attempt, or did I authorize others 
to- attempt, to implicate the CIA in the Watergate, 
matter. 

6. It was not until the time of my own investigation 
that I learned of the break-in at the office of Mr. 
Ellsberg’s psychiatrist, and I specifically authorized 
the furnishing of this information to Judge Byrne. 

7. I neither authorized nor encouraged subordinates to 
engage in illegal or improper campaign tactics. 

In the accompanying statement, I have sought to pro- 
vide the background that may place recent allegations in 
perspective. I have specifically stated that executive 
privilege will not be invoked as to any testimony concern- 
ing possible criminal conduct or discussions of possible 
criminal conduct, in the matters under investigation. I 
want the public to learn the truth about Watergate and 
those guilty of any illegal actions brought to justice. 


Allegations surrounding the Watergate affair have so 
escalated that I feel a further statement from the President 
is required at this time. 

A climate of sensationalism has developed in which 
even second- or third-hand hearsay charges arc headlined 
as fact and repeated as fact. 

Important national security operations which them- 
selves had no connection with Watergate have become 
entangled in the case. 

As a result, some national security information has 
already been made public through court orders, through 
the subpoenaing of documents, and through testimony 
witnesses have given in judicial and Congressional pro- 
ceedings. Other sensitive documents arc now threatened 
with disclosure. Continued silence about those operations 
would compromise rather than protect them, and would 
also serve to perpetuate a grossly distorted view — which 
recent partial disclosures have given — of the nature and 
purpose of those operations. 


Volwm* 9 Nurnb^- 51 
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• pftcSiDSNTUL D0CUM5NTS: 

The purpose of this statement is threefold: 

— First, to set forth the facts about my own relationship 
to the Watergate matter; 

— Second, to place in some perspective some of the more 
sensational — and inaccurate — of the charges that have 
filled the headlines in recent days, and also some of the 
matters that are currently being discussed in Senate testi- 
mony and elsewhere; 

— Third, to draw the distinction between national secu- 
rity operations and the Watergate case. To put the other 
matters in perspective, it will be necessary to describe the 
national security operations first. 

In citing these national security matters, it is not my 
intention to place a national security “cover” on Water- 
gate, but rather to separate them out from Watergate — 
and at the same time to explain the context in which cer- 
tain actions took place that were later misconstrued or 
misused. 

Long before the Watergate break-in, three important 
national security operations took place which have subse- 
quently become entangled in the Watergate case. 

— The first operation, begun in 1969, was a program of 
wiretaps. All were legal, under the authorities then exist- 
ing. They were undertaken to find and stop serious 
national security leaks. 

— The second operation was a reassessment, which I 
ordered in 1970, of the adequacy of internal security 
measures. This resulted in a plan and a directive to 
strengthen our intelligence operations. They were pro- 
tested by Mr. Hoover, and as a result of his protest they 
were not put into effect. 

— The third operation was the establishment, in 1971, 
of a Special Investigations Unit in the White House. Its 
primary mission was to plug leaks of vital security infor- 
mation. I also directed this group to prepare an accurate 
history of certain crucial national security matters which 
occurred under prior administrations, on which the Gov- 
ernment’s records were incomplete. 

Here is the background of these three security opera- 
tions initiated in my Administration. 

1969 Wiretaps 

By mid- 1969, my Administration had begun a number 
of highly sensitive foreign policy initiatives. They were 
aimed at ending the war in Vietnam, achieving a- settle- 
ment in the Middle East, limiting nuclear arms, and estab- 
lishing new relationships among the great powers. These 
involved highly secret diplomacy. They were closely inter- 
related. Leaks of secret information about any one could 
endanger all. 

Exactly that happened. News accounts appeared in 
.1969, which were obviously based on leaks — some of them 
ix tensive and detailed — by people haring access to the 
most highly classified security materials. 

There was no way to carry' forward these diplomatic 
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initiatives unless further leaks, could be prevented. This 
required finding the source of the leaks. 

In order to da this, a special program of wiretaps was 
instituted in mid-1969 and terminated in February 1 97 i . 
Fewer than 20 taps, of varying duration, were involved. 
Thev produced important leads that made it possible to 
tighten the security of highly sensitive materials. I author- 
ized "bis entire program. Each individual tap was under- 
taken in accordance with procedures legal at the time and 
in accord with longstanding precedent. 

The persons who were subject to these wiretaps were 
determined through coordination among the Director of 
the FBI, my Assistant for National Security Affaire, and 
the Attorney General* Those wiretapped were selected on 
the b aas of access to the information leaked, material in 
security files, and evidence that developed as the inquiry 
proceeded. 

Information thus obtained was made available to senior 
officials responsible for national security anattere in order 
to curtail further leaks. 

The 1970 Intelligence Plan 

In the spring and summer of 1970, another secumy 
problem reached critical proportions. In March a wave 
of bombings and explosions struck college campuses and 
cities. There were 400 bomb threats in one 24-hour period 
in New York City. Rioting>and violence on college cam- 
puses reached a new peak after the Cambodian operation 
and the tragedies at Kent State and Jackson State. The 
1969-70 school year brought nearly 1,800 campus dem- 
onstrations and nearly 250 cases of arson on campus. Many 
colleges closed. Gun battles between guerrilla-style groups 
and police were taking place. Some of the disruptive ac- 
tivities were receiving foreign sup port . 

Complicating the task of maintaining security was the 
fact that, in 1966, certain types of undercover FBI oper- 
ations that had been conducted for many years had been 
suspended. This also had substantially impaired our abil- 
ity to collect foreign intelligence information. At the same 
time, the relationships between the FBI and other intelli- 
gence agencies had been deteriorating. By May 1970, FBI 
Director Hoover shut off his agency’s liaison with the CIA 
altogether. 

On June 5, 1970, 1 met with the Director of the FBI 
(Mr. Hoover), the Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency (Mr. Richard Helms), the Director of the De- 
fense Intelligence Agency (Gen. Donald V. Bennett), and 
the Director of the National Security Agency (Adm. Noel 
Gavler). We discussed the urgent need for better intelli- 
gence operations. I appointed Director Hoover as 
chairman of an interagency' committee to prepare recom- 
mendations. * 

On June 25, the committee submitted a report which 
included specific options for expanded intelligence oper- 
ations. and on July 23 the agencies were notified by 
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mem orandum of the options approved. After reconsider- 
ation, however, prompted by the opposition of Director 
Hoover, the agencies were notified 5 days later, on July 28, 
that the approval had been rescinded. The options initially 
approved had included resumption of certain intelligence 
operations which had been suspended in 1956. These in 
turn had included authorization for surreptitious entry — 
breaking and entering, in effect — on specified categories 
of targets in specified situations related to national 
security. 

Because the approval was withdrawn before it had 
been implemented, the net result was that the plan for 
expanded intelligence activities never went into effect. 

The documents spelling out this 1970 plan are ex- 
tremely sensitive. They include — and are based upon — 
assessments of certain foreign intelligence capabilities and 
procedures, which of course must remain secret. It was 
this unused plan and related documents that John DeanW 
removed from the White House and placed in a safe? 
deposit box, giving the keys to Judge Sirica. The same? 
plan, still unused, is being headlined today. 

Coordination among our intelligence agencies con- 
tinued to fall short of our national security needs. In 
July 1970, having earlier discontinued the FBFs liaison 
with the CIA, Director Hoover ended the FBI’s normal 
liaison with all other agencies except the White House. 
To help remedy this, an Intelligence Evaluation Com- 
mittee was created in December 1970. Its members in- 
cluded representatives of the White House, CIA, FBI, 
NSA, the Departments of Justice, Treasury, and Defense, 
and the .Secret Service. 

The Intelligence Evaluation Committee and its staff 
were instructed to improve coordination among the in- 
telligence community and to prepare evaluations and esti- 
mates of domestic intelligence. I understand that its 
activities arc now under investigation. I did not authorize 
nor do I have any knowledge of any illegal activity by 
this Committee. If it went beyond its charter and did en- 
gage in any illegal activities, it was totally without my 
knowledge or authority. 

The Special Investigations Unit 

On Sunday, June 13, 1971, The New York Times pub- 
lished the first installment of what came to be known as 
“The Pentagon Papers.” Not until a few hours before 
publication did any responsible Government official know 
that they had been stolen. Most officials did not know they 
existed. No senior official of the Government had read 
them or knew with certainty what they contained. 

All the Government knew, at first, was that the papers 
comprised 47 volumes and some 7,000 pages, which had 
been taken from the most sensitive files of the Departments 
of State and Defense and the CIA, covering military and 
diplomatic moves in a war that was still going on. 


Moreover, a majority of the documents published with 
the first three installments in The Times had not been 
included in the 47 -volume study — raising serious ques- 
tions about what and how much else might have been 
taken. 

There was every reason to believe this was a security' 
leak of unprecedented proportions. 

It created a situation in which the ability of the Gov- 
ernment to carry on foreign relations even in the best of 
circumstances could have been severely compromised. 
Other governments no longer knew whether they could 
deal with the United States In confidence. Against the 
background of the delicate negotiations the United States 
was then involved in on a number of fronts — with regard 
to Vietnam, China, the Middle East, nuclear arms limi- 
tations, U.S.-Soviet relations, and others — in which the 
utmost degree of confidentiality was vital, it posed a threat 
so grave as to require extraordinary actions. 

Therefore during the week following the Pentagon 
Papers publication, I approved the creation of a Special 
Investigations Unit within the White House — which later 
came to be known as the “plumbers.” This was a small 
group at the White House whose principal purpose was 
to stop security leaks and to investigate other sensitive 
security matters. I looked to John Ehrlichman for the 
supervision of this group. 

Egil Krogh, Mr. Ekrlichman’s assistant, was put in 
charge. David Young was added to this unit, as were 
E. Howard Hunt and G. Gordon Liddy. 

The unit operated under extremely tight security rules. 
Its existence and functions were known only to a very few 
persons at the White House. These included Messrs. 
Haldeman, Ehrlichman, and Dean. 

At about the time the unit was created, Daniel ElLs- 
berg was identified as the person who had given the Penta- 
gon Papers to The New York Times, I told Mr. Krogh 
that as a matter of first priority, the unit should find out 
all it could about Mr. EUsberg’s associates and his motives. 
Because of the extreme gravity of the situation, and not 
then knowing what additional national secrets Mr* Ells- 
berg might disclose, I did impress upon Mr. Krogh the 
vital importance to the national security of his assign- 
ment. I did not authorize and had no knowledge of any 
illegal means to be used to achieve this goal. 

However, because of the emphasis I put on the crucial 
importance of protecting the national security, I can 
understand how highly motivated individuals could have 
felt justified in engaging in specific activities that I would 
have disapproved had they been brought to my attention. 

Consequently, as President, I must and do assume re- 
sponsibility for such actions despite the fact that I at no 
time approved or had knowledge of them. 

I also assigned the unit a number of other Investigatory 
matters, dealing in part with compiling an accurate rec- 
ord of events related to the Vietnam war, on which the 
Government's records were inadequate {many previous 
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Indistinct document retyped by 

House Judiciary Committee staff THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


July 23, 1970 


TOP SECRET 

HANDLE VIA COMINT CHANNELS ONLY 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 


RICHARD HELMS, DIRECTOR 
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

SUBJECT: DOMESTIC INTELLIGENCE 


The President has carefully studied the Special Report 
of the Interagency Committee on Intelligence (Ad Hoc) and made 
the following decisions: 

1 . Interpretive Restraint on Communications Intelligence. 
National Security Council Intelligence Directive Number 6 (NSCID-6) 
is to be interpreted to permit NSA to program for coverage the 
communications of U.S. citizens using international facilities. 

2 . Electronic Surveillances and Penetrations . The 
intelligence community is directed to intensify coverage of individuals 
and groups in the United States who pose a major threat to the 
internal security. Also, coverage of foreign nationals and 
diplomatic establishments in the United States of interest to the 
intelligence community is to be intensified. 

3. Mail Coverage . Restrictions on legal coverage are to 
be removed. Restrictions on covert coverage are to be relaxed to 
permit use of this technique on selected targets of priority foreign 
intelligence and internal security interest. 

4. Surreptitious Entry . Restraints on the use of surreptitiou-s 
entry are to be removed. The technique is to be used to permits 
procurement of vitally needed foreign crytographic material and 

against other urgent and high priority internal security targets. 


TOP SECRET 


Indistinct document retyped oy 
House Judiciary Coranittee staff 
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5. Development of Campus Sources , Coverage of violence- 

prone campus and student-related groups is to be increased. All id VHr' M 

restraints which limit this coverage are to be removed. Also, CIA 
coverage of American students (and others) traveling or living 
abroad is to be increased. 

6. Use of Military Undercover Agents . Present 
restrictions are to be retained. 

7. Budget and Manpower . Each agency is to submit a detailed 
estimate as to projected manpower needs and other costs required to 
implement the above decisions. 

8. Domestic Intelligence Operations. A committee 
consisting of the Directors or other appropriate representatives 
appointed by the Directors, of the FBI, CIA, NSA, DIA, and the 
military counter-intelligence agencies is to be constituted effective 
August 1, 1970, to provide evaluations of domestic intelligence, 
prepare periodic domestic intelligence estimates, carry out the 
other objectives specified in the report, and perform such other 
duties as the President shall, from time to time, assign. The 
Director of the FBI shall serve as chairman of the committee. 

Further details on the organization and operations of this committee 
are set forth in an attached memorandum. 

The President has directed that each addressee submit 
a detailed report, due on September 1, 1970, or the steps taken 
to implement these decisions. Further such periodic reports will 
be requested as circumstances merit. 

The President is aware that procedural problems may 
arise in the course of implementing these decisions. However, he is 
anxious that such problems be resolved with maximum speed and 
minimum misunderstanding. Any difficulties which may arise should 
be brought to my immediate attention in order that an appropriate 
solution may be found and the Presidents directives implemented in 
a manner consistent with his objectives. 


TOM CHARLES HUSTON 


Attachment 
cc; The President 
H.R. Hal deman 

TOP SECRET 
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ORGANIZATION AND OPERATIONS OF THE INTERAGENCY 
GROUP ON DOMESTIC INTELLIGENCE AND 
INTERNAL SECURITY (TAG) 


1. Membership . The membership -shall consist of 
representatives of the FBI, CIA, DIA, NSA, and the counter- 
intelligence agencies of the Departments of the Army, Navy, and 
Air Force. To insure the high level consideration of issues and 
problems which the President expects to be before the group, the 
Directors of the respective agencies should serve personally. 

However, if necessary and appropriate, the Director of a member 
agency may designate another individual to serve in his place. 

2. Chairman . The Director of the FBI shall serve as 
chairman. He may designate another individual from his agency to 
serve as the FBI representative on the group. 

3. Observers . The purpose of the group is to effectuate 
community -wide coordination and secure the benefits of community- 
wide analysis and estimating. When problems arise which involve 
areas of interest to agencies or departments not members of the 

group, they shall be invited, at the discretion of the group, to join the 
group as observers and participants in those discussions of interest 
to them. Such agencies and departments include the Departments of 
State (I & R, Passport); Treasury (IRS, Customs); Justice (BNDD, 

Community Relations Service), and such other agencies which may have 
investigative or law enforcement responsibilities touching on 
domestic intelligence or internal security matters. 

4. White House Liaison . The President has assigned to Tom 
Charles Huston staff responsibility for domestic intelligence and 
internal security affairs. He will participate in all activities of the 
group as the personal representative of the President. 

5. Staffing . The group will establish such sub- committees 
or working groups as it deems appropriate. It will also determine and 
implement such staffing requirements as it may deem necessary to 
enable it to carry out its responsibilities, subject to the approval of 
the President. 


TOP SECRET 
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6* Duties . The group will have the following duties: 

(a) Define the specific requirements of member agencies 
of the Intelligence community. 

(b) Effect close, direct coordination between member agencies. 

(c) Provide regular evaluations of domestic intelligence. 

(d) Review policies governing operations in the field of 
domestic intelligence and develop recommendations. 

(e) Prepare periodic domestic intelligence estimates which 
incorporate the results of the combined efforts of the intelligence 
community. 


(f) Perform such other duties as the President may from 
time to time assign. 

7. Meetings . Hie group shall meet at the call of the Chairman 
a member agency, or the White House representative. 

8. Security . Knowledge of the existence and purpose of 

the group shall be limited on a strict "need to know" basis. Operations 
of, and papers originating with, the group shall be classified "Top 
Secret-Handle Via Comint Channels Only." 

9« Other Procedures . The group shall establish such 
other procedures as it believes appropriate to the implementation of the 
duties set forth above. 


TOP SECRET 


Indistinct document retyped by 
House Judiciary Committee staff 
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RICHARD HF CMS. DIRECTOR 
CENTRAL. INFELDiCZNCZ AGENCY 

SUB J — /T*. DOaI-lS IiC IN jL ji*N u*E 


The President has. carefully studied the Special Report 
o' th Inter agenc " Co.;iir*ittee on Intelligence (Ad Hoc) and made 
the 1 11 owing decisions: 

1. I nterpretive restrai nt tl Corm.unicatior.s Intelligence.. 
National S urity Council Intelligence Directive Number- 6 (NSCID.-o) 
is to be interpreted to permit NS A to p -ogram for coverage the 
coznrnur* cations o£ Lb S. citize. 3 us hg inter nati- ial facilities. 

100930 

2. Electronic R . ryfdllanc&s and Penetrations , The 
intelligence community* is directed to intensify coverage of individual 
and ;4 ou . in the United States who nose a major threat to the 
internal sccu icy. Also, coverage cf foreign nationals and 
diplomatic- establishments in the L rut ec Scares od interest co tne 
intelligence community is to be intensifi d. 

3. Mail Cover ace •pN.estrictiens.cn legal coverage are to 
be removed. Restrictions on covert coverage are to be relaxed to 
permit use of this technique on selected targets of priority foreign 
intelligence and inter al security interest. 


4. Sur reptiti o us Entry . B-Ostrainfcs on the use of surroptitio 
entry are to 1 . remov l. The technique is to be used to . arm it 
p; curemenfc of vitrliy needed foreign cryptographic material and 
a , ■-inst ocher urgent ana r.ig. prioi cy nicer nal security cargoes. 
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24. On or before July 27, 1970, Director Hoover met with Attorney 
General Mitchell, informed Mitchell for the first time of the June 5, 
1970 meeting and the July 23, 1970 decision memorandum, and stated 
Hoover's opposition to the Plan. ffLtdlell joined with Hoover in 
opposing the Plan. 
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sometime in 1970. Mr. Mitchell, were you aware of concern in the 
White House and, perhaps, in your own office, the Department of 
Justice, that the existing intelligence programs against internal dis- 
sent or demonstrations throughout the country were lacking and that 
there was need for some new programs? 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, I think, Mr. Dash, I would put that on the 
basis that there was lack of adequate intelligence. That probably 
more importantly so there was failure of coordination among the 
intelligence-gathering agencies to the point where problems were 
existing in the country, that there was a general feeling that we did 
not have, the Government did not have, adequate intelligence to antici- 
pate the activities that were being carried out at that particular time. 

Mr. Dash. After the Safe Streets Act of 1968, Mr. Mitchell, you did 
receive as Attorney General some powers involving electronic sur- 
veillance, did you not ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Mr. Dash. Was it your position, publicly taken, that, with regard to 
internal dissent, you had the power to authorize electronic surveillance 
without court approval \ 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, when you say internal dissent, that is not a 
sufficiently descriptive term. In addition to that, as you know, the Safe 
Streets Act did not change measurably the activities that had been 
carried out in connection with electronic surveillance in prior admin- 
istrations. 

Mr. Dash. What term would you use, “internal security** as a better 
word ? 

Mr. Mitchell, Internal security would, I think, be a better general 
term to describe it. 

Mr. Dash. Right. And it was your position, was it not, that you 
did have the authority under the act, whether it was prior practice or 
not, to authorize electronic surveillance without first having to go to a 
court for approval ? 

Mr, Mitchell. I would believe, Mr. Dash, a better way to put it was 
that we continued the practice that was then in effect concerning the 
use of electronic surveillance in connection with internal security. 
■*Mr. Dash. Were you aware, Mr. Mitchell, of the so-called Huston 
plan, which we have received as part of the testimony of this com- 
mittee, for an interagency intelligence program which would improve 
somewhat the intelligence gathering in this country ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, there was a matter of time in connection with it. 
I was not aware of the fact that the heads of the various agencies were 
meeting on the subject matter. It came to my attention, was brought to 
my attention by the Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
To the best of my recollection I met with Mr. DeLoach and I met with 
Mr. Hoover. We discussed the so-called Huston plan which is the term 
that you have been using. The document that we discussed very briefly, 
I didn’t get into many of the details of it, it was more an oral dis- 
cussion of it, at that stage had Mr. Hoover’s dissent to the provisions 
of it. I was of the opinion. I needed very little convincing by Mr. De- 
Loach and Mr. Hoover that this was not the proper approach to the 
problems that existed at the time, and I joined Mr. Hoover in opposing 
its implementation. 
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Mr. Dash. Were you aware, Mr. Mitchell, that the plan did provide 
for removing certain restrictions against illegal break-ins and elec- 
tronic surveillance ? 


Mr. Mitchell. Oh, yes, these items were discussed in conversations 
that I had with Mr. DeLoach and Mr. Hoover. 

Mr. Dash. Do you recall when you first became aware of the plan ? 

Mr. Mitchell. I can’t put the date on it. I shouldn’t try because I 
don’t recall. 

Mr. Dash. Did you have the plan ever in your possession or did 
you peruse the plan ? 

Mr. Mitchell. I had, as I recall, the plan in my possession during 
the period that the Director of — the Associate Director of the FBI was 
discussing it with me. As I am sure you are aware, Mr. Dash, this mat- 
ter was handled and considered aside and apart from the Attorney 
General. It was considered in the committee that involved the heads 
o f the intelligence gathering community . 

Mr. Dash. Well, did you know who in the White House were back- 
ing the plan? 

Mr. Mitchell. No, I can’t say who was backing it and who was op- 
posed to it but obviously Mr. Huston was apparently backing it be- 
cause he was the author of part of it. The other people in the White 
House that I communicated with, at the stage in the process in which I 
communicated, were understanding of the position that the Director 
and I were supporting and the matter was disposed of. 

Mr. Dash. Well, were you aware of the so-called Haldeman-Hus- 
ton memos relating to this plan ? 

Mr. Mitchell. No, sir; I do not recall seeing any White House 
correspondence on the subject. 

Mr. Dash. Did you know when the plan had at one time been ap- 
proved by the President ? 

Mr. Mitchell. No, sir, I did not know that until these hearings 
were held. 

Mr, Dash. Why did you oppose the plan, Mr. Mitchell ? 

Mr. Mitchell. I opposed the plan for the very simple reason that 
in the case of domestic problems that I was very much opposed to the 
thought of surreptitious entry, the mail covers, and all of the other 
aspects of it that were involved at the particular time. 

Mr. Dash. To whom did you express this disapproval other than 
Mr. Hoover or Mr. DeLoach? 

Mr. Mitchell. My recollection is that I talked to both Mr. Halde- 
man and the President about the subject matter. 

Mr. Dash. And do you recall when that was ? 

Mr. Mitchell. No, but it was, of course, in the limited timeframe 

which this activity took place. 

Mr Dash. Did you know their reaction to vour opposition at that 
time? 

Mr. Mitchell. My recollection is that they, both of them were ap- 
preciative of my views on the subject matter and reconsidered it and 
that was the end of it. 

Mr. Dash. Now, during 1971 

Mr. Mitchell. I say — excuse me, Mr. Dash — when I say reconsider 
it I don't know how far they had gone into the consideration of it be- 
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because there has been too long a practice in this country for one of 
these agencies to have information about intelligence matters that get 
into the file in the operative agencies that can carry out a mission to 
prohibit some of these things just do not have that information, and 
I think a good example, without knowing the facts, is the recent as- 
sassination of the member of the Israeli Embassy here in the District 
of Columbia. Now, obviously, the greatest amount of intelligence that 
could possibly come with respect to that matter would be the CIA, 
and if the CIA were knowledgeable with respect to the individuals 
that might perpetrate such a crime they certainly have to pass it on 
to the FBI and the Washington police in order that proper action 
can be taken. 

I use this as a hypothetical case without any specific knowledge. 

Senator Inoute. But did not the Huston papers describe something 
else besides coordination ? 

M r. Mitchell. Oh, yes ; very much so. 

^""“Senator Inouye. Did they not describe the activities of the DIA and 
CIA in surveilling citizens, dissident groups, Black Panthers, the 
Weathermen ? We are not talking about foreign enemies. 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, Senator, as I testified yesterday, I did not 
study the Huston plan. It was discussed with me, and I saw some of 
the notes from my recollection where Director Hoover objected to it. 
To the extent that it involved the items that you are talking about, in 
my opinion, is one of the reasons that it was turned down and not 
implemented. But I am saying that, and we started this discussion on 
the basis of CIA and its activities within the country, it has no opera- 
tional activities and should not have, that is not what it was created 
for, but there is no rhyme or reason in the world why the intelligence 
that they have should not be passed on and imparted to the law 
enforcement or investigative agencies in this country that do have 
— - operational responsibilities. 

Senator Inouye. Mr. Mitchell, getting back to the Presidential 
papers, if this committee should decide to issue a subpena to get these 
papers, what do you think should be the response of the White House ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, I am afraid you are going to have to ask Mr. 
lJuzhardt that ; he seems to be making most of the decisions over there. 
I have no opinion on the subject matter. 

Senator Inouye. As a former chief law officer, what are your 
thoughts, sir? 

Mr. Mitchell. I am sorry, Senator. Was that question which you 
put to me as a former chief? It would depend entirely on the nature of 
the papers, as we discussed before. If they are matters of Presidential 
communications I think there is an absolute privilege. If they gel into 
collateral areas where the President is not involved, I think that is an 
||n rr [|| fflti relv different subject matter. 

Senator Inottye. Once again to the Huston papers, you have indi- 
cated that your knowledge is limited to a discussion of it but according 
to testimony you had approved it. Did you approve the Huston plan l 

Mr. Mitchell. No, sir, that is absolutely incorrect. If I may recount 
what I think the record shows, and certainly what is my recollection, 
is that with respect to the Huston papers there were conferences held 
under the aegis of, I presume, Mr. Huston from the White House, 
among the heads of the intelligence-gathering agencies, the CIA, the 
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FBI, and the DIA, which resulted in a memorandum that provided 
for activities with respect to domestic subversives, of course, as well 
as national security, and involved such tilings as surreptitious entry 
of places, mail covers, et cetera. I was not part of that committee. I 
had no knowledge of it until it was brought to my attention by the 
Director of the FBI. It was then that the matter was discussed with 
me and it was then or shortly thereafter that the concept was 
terminated. 

Senator Ixoitye. Were you aware that the President of the United 
States approved the Huston plan ? 

Mr. "Mitchell. No, sir, I testified yesterday I was not. 

Senator Ixoitye. Is it not strange that the Attorney General, as a 
participant in the discussions, that j r ou were not aware of this? 

# Mr. ilrrciiELL. As a participant in the discussions? I was not a par- 
ticipant in the discussions with respect to the plan. I was a participant 
in discussions when Mr. Hoover and. I believe, Mr. DeLoach came to 
me with their concerns about the mat ter. I was not a participant in the 
discussions that led to the formulation of the plan. 

Senator Ixohye. But you advised the President of the United States 
as to your misgivings and reservations ? 

Mr. Mitchell. It is my very strong recollection that I advised Mr. 
Haldeman and the President after it was brought to my attention by 
DeLoach and Mr.»Hoover. 

Senator Ixoitye. What is your relationship with Mr. Kalmbach, 
sir ? Do you know him well ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, I can’t say I know him well. I have known Mr. 
Kalmbach since 1968^ and have seen him infrequently over that period 
of time. I knew him, of course, in connection with the 1968 campaign. 

Our contacts between 1968 and 1970 or 1971 have been very infrequent ; 
probably more social than anything else. And, of course, I knew him 
during the 1971-72 campaign, when he was a fundraiser. 

Senator Ixouye. Did you have any relationship with him during 
the month of June, more specifically, 18, 19, and 20, of 1972? 

Mr. Mitchell. Yes; I had a very, very close relationship with Mr. 
Kalmbach during that particular period of time, because it was during 
that particular period when I was talking to him daily or perhaps 
twice a day, because he was kind endugh — he along with his wife and 
the secretaries in his office — to be of great assistance to my wife, who 
was then out in Newport, and I am sure you know the rest of the story. 

Senator Ixoitye. Mr. Mitchell, I believe in response to a press in- 
quiry relating to Mr. McCord, your rnswer was something to the effect 
that Mr. McCord has a private business and he had several clients and 
your committee was one of the clients. Isn’t it true that you were per- 
sonally acquainted with Mr. McCord ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, Senator, you are asking two questions. The 
press statement that you are talking about was the press statement 
that I put out when we first found out about the break-in, the burglar- 
ization of the Democratic National Committee, where Mr. McCord was 
involved. Everything in it was actual ly true. 

I had one meeting on April 5 wit h Mr, McCor d — is the only time 
tKaUTTfav^^ man ancTTa i ked to him. And that 

meeting was for the purpose of briefing me as I was coming into my 
law office, which was in the same building as the Committee To Re- 
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25. On either July 27 or July 28, 1970 Huston, on instructions from 
Haldeman, recalled the decision memorandum of July 23, 1970 and requested 
that the members of the Ad Hoc Committee return their copies to the White 
House. Haldeman told Huston that Mitchell had called concerning the Plan, 
that the memorandum would be reconsidered and that Haldeman, Hoover and 
the Attorney General would meet to discuss the subject. Mitchell has 
testified that he informed the President and Haldeman of his opposition 
to the Plan. 
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25.1 SUMMARY OF TOM CHARLES HUSTON TESTIMONY , 
MAY 21, 1973, SENATE ARMED SERVICES COM- 
MITTEE EXECUTIVE SESSION, 142-44 , 


The testimony of Tom Charles Huston, contained in classified 
transcripts obtained from the Senate Armed Services Committee, has been 
withheld from publication in accordance with the rules of that committee. 

Mr. Huston testified on May 21, 1973, and in that testimony 
stated that shortly after the decision memorandum of July 23, 1970 had 
been received by Mr. Hoover, Huston received a telephone call from 
Assistant FBI Director William Sullivan indicating that Hoover had been 
very upset by the decision memorandum, and that Hoover either had talked 
or intended to talk to the Attorney General to undertake steps to have 
the decisions reflected in the memorandum reversed. Huston did not 
believe that the Attorney General had been consulted as to the contents 
of the memorandum prior to that time. 

Shortly after the telephone conversation with Sullivan, Huston 
received a call from Haldeman indicating that the Attorney General had 
talked to the President, or that Haldeman had talked to the Attorney 
General and then to the President, but that, in any event, Huston was 
instructed to recall the decision memorandum; that the President desired 
to reconsider the matter, and that Haldeman, Hoover, and the Attorney 
General would have a meeting in the near future to discuss the matter. 

Huston further testified that he did not send a memorandum out 
to recall the decision memorandum, but that the recall of the document was 
arranged through the White House Situation Room. Huston recalled that 
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25,1 SUMMARY Of TOM fOT TESTIMONY, 

MAY 21 3 1S73 3 fifflte} 1 SERVICES COM - 

MITTEE EXECUTIVE SESSION.. . 142-44 

although the copies of the document were received back at the White House, 
it was apparent that each of them had been taken apart by the recipient 
and copied prior to its return. Hus - cm believed that the decision memo- 
randum was recalled approximately the iast week of July or the first week 
of August 1970. 


25.2 SUMMARY OF TOM CHARLES HUSTON TESTIMONY , 
JULY 9, 1973 , HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COM- 
MITTEE EXECUTIVE SESSION, 1391-95. , 1414-15 


The testimony of Tom Charles Huston, contained in classified 
transcripts obtained from the House Armed Services Committee, has been 
withheld from publication in accordance with the rules of that committee. 

Mr. Huston testified on July 9, 1973, and in that testimony 
identified a note from CIA Director Helms, indicating that Helms had met 
with Attorney General Mitchell on July 27, and that, at that meeting, 
Mitchell had said to Helms that he had only heard of the meeting of the 
intelligence services and of the Special Report rendered by them that day. 
Huston further recited that Haldeman had called him and had told him that 
the Attorney General had talked either to Haldeman or to the President, 
and that a decision had been made to recall the decision memorandum, 
pending a further meeting. The recall of the memorandum was, to the 
best of Huston's recollection, only a matter of a few days after it was 
sent out. Huston's best recollection was that the recall was five days 
following the distribution of the decision memorandum. 

When the copies of the decision memorandum and the Interagency 
Report were returned to the White House, several of the copies had indi- 
cations that the staples had been removed and copies had apparently been 
made before the return of the documents to the White House. No formal 
memorandum was sent to recall the decision memorandum and the Report. 

It was Huston's judgment that the memorandum was recalled as a result of 
Hoover's contact with the Attorney General, and the intervention of the 
Attorney General at the White House. 
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25.2 SUMMARY OF TOM CHARLES HUSTON TESTIMONY, 

JULY 9, 1975, HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COM - 
MITTEE EXECUTIVE \ SESSION 9 1391-95, 1414-15 

Each of the agencies involved received only one copy of the 
memorandum and the Report, and all were returned to the White House. 

Huston believed that those documents were still physically located at 
the White House as of July 1973. 

Huston understood that a subsequent meeting would be held between 
Haldeman, Mitchell, and Hoover to discuss Hoovers objections to the 
President’s decision, but Huston did not know if a meeting was actually 
held. He wrote several memoranda to Haldeman urging that Hoover’s ob- 
jections be overruled and the plan be implemented. He stated that he 
believed that the President had made the right decision on the plan and 
that it should be carried into effect. Huston identified copies of his 
memoranda, dated August 5, 1970, entitled ’"Domestic Intelligence” and 
August 7, 1970 entitled ’’Domestic Intelligence Review.” 
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Mr. Dash. Were you aware, Mr. ]V| 
for removing certain restrictions a 
tronic surveillance ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Oh, yes, these item; 
that I had with Mr. DeLoach and Mr 
Mr. Dash. Do you recall when you 
Mr. Mitchell. I can’t put the da|< 
don’t recall. 

Mr. Dash. Did you have the plsj 
you peruse the plan ? 

Mr. Mitchell. I had, as I recall,| 
the period that the Director of — the 
discussing it with me. As I am sure \ 
ter was handled and considered asf 
General. It was considered in the 
of the intelligence gathering comma: 
Mr. Dash. Well, did you know wj 
ing the plan? 

Mr, Mitchell. No, I can’t say wl 
posed to it but obviously Mr. Hust 
cause he was the author of part of 
House that I communicated with, ai 
communicated, were understanding 
and I were supporting and the matte 
Mr. Dash. Well, were you awa 
ton memos relating to this plan ? 

Mr, Mitchell. No, sir ; I do n0 
correspondence on the subject. 

Mr, Dash. Did you know when 
proved by the President ? 

Mr. Mitchell. No, sir, I did n 
_were held. 

"5lr. Dash. Why did you oppose tl^ 
Mr. Mitchell. I opposed the 
in the case of domestic problems 
thought of surreptitious entry, th6 
aspects of it that were involved at th 
Mr. Dash. To whom did you e? 
Mr. Hoover or Mr. DefLoach? 

Mr. Mitchell. My recollection i| 
man and the President about the subj 
Mr. Dash. And do you recall when 
Mr. Mitchell. No, but it was, o|: 
in which this activity took place. 

Mr. Dash. Did you know their 
time? 

Mr. Mitchell. My recollection 
preciative of mv views on the sub| 
that was the end of it. 

Mr. Dash. Now, during 1071 
Mr. Mitchell. I say — excuse 
it I don*t know how far they had 


iitchell, that the plan did provide 


gainst illegal break-ins and elec* 

s were discussed in conversations 
Hoover. 

jfirst became aware of the plan ? 
e on it. I shouldn’t try because I 


n ever in your possession or 


did 


the plan in my possession during 
[Associate Director of the FBI was 
ou are aware, Mr.' Dash, this mat- 
ide and apart from the Attorney 
ommittee that involved the heads 
nity. 

ho in the White House were back- 

ho was backing it and who. was op- 
:on was apparently backing it be- 
it. The other people in the White 
t the stage in the process in which I 
of the position that the Director 
r was disposed of. 

re of the so-called Haldeman-Hus- 
it recall seeing any White House 
the plan had at one time been ap- 
ot know that until these hearings 


e plan, Mr. Mitchell ? 
m for the very simple reason that 
it I was very much opposed to the 
mail covers, and all of the other 
* particular time. 

xpress this disapproval other than 

s that I talked to both Mr, Halde- 
iect matter, 
that was? 

f course, in the limited timeframe 

reaction to your opposition at that 

that they, both of them were ap- 
lect matter and reconsidered it and 


ts 


Mr. Dash — when I say reconsider 
gone into the consideration of it be- 
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cause as of that particular time to my understanding the plan had 
not been implemented. 

Mr. Dash. Well, did you ever receive any formal notice that the 
plan had not been approved or had been discontinued or been termi- 
nated ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Not to my recollection, I was just told verbally that 
it was n il. 

Mr. Dash. Or whether it had been approved? > 

_ Mr. Mitchell. No, sir. 

Mr. Dash. During 1971, were you aware of an intelligence operation 
that had been set up in the White House under Mr. Ehrlichman and 
Mr. Krogh which has become known as the Plumbers operation? 

Mr. Mitchell. No, sir. 

Mr. Dash. Was there a time that you did become aware of that 
operation ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Yes, sir, I did. 

Mr. Dash. When was that ? 

Mr. Mitchell. After June 17, 1972. 

Mr. Dash. Now also, Mr. Mitchell, in 1971 were yon aware of th8 
so-called Sandwedge plan proposed by Mr. Caulfield for political 
intelligence operations? 

Mr. Mitchell. I was aware of the concept that Mr. Caulfield was 
proposing and, of course, I opposed that and it never came to fruition. 

Mr. Dash. Did you ever have a copy of the so-called Sandwedge 
proposal or plan in your possession ? 

Mr. Mitchell. To the best of my knowledge— my knowledge of it 
came in discussions with John Dean. 

Mr. Dash. Were you aware that that plan also included a so-called 
covert operation and the use of bugging or electronic surveillance ? 

Mr. Mitchell. No; I have seen that in one of Mr. Dean’s exhibits 
but that was not the understanding that I had of the so-called Sand- 
wedge proposal. 

Mr* Dash. Did you know that the budget included actual funds to 
purchase electronic surveillance equipment ? 

Mr. Mitchell. No, sir; I had never got that far with the subject 
matter. 

Mr Dash. Now, in any event, after the recommendation of Mr. 
Caulfield for the so-called'Sandwedge plan, did you ask Mr Caulfield 
for any operation or any particular assignment? 

Mr. Mitchell. There has been shown to me by this committee a 
memorandum that had to do with an investigation that apparently 
was made under Mr. Caulfield’s aegis having to do with the so-called 
McCloskev campaign up in New Hampshire. I do not know who hired 
him or who paid him. I have seen the memorandum. 

Aside from that, I would go to the point that Mr. Caulfield, who 
I saw on the 24th day of November 1971, wherein Mr, Dean brought 
him over to discuss the concept of his working for me in the campaign 
if and when I joined the campaign, Mr Caulfield did come to work for 
the committee as what was purported to be an aide-de-camp at some 
time in March and within 2 weeks or so, lie was gone, had left the 
committee. 
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FBI, and the DIA, which resulted in a memorandum that provided 
for activities with respect to domestic subversives, of course, as well 
as national security, and involved such things as surreptitious entry 
of places, mail covers, et cetera. I was not part of that committee. I 
had no knowledge of it until it was brought to my attention by the 
Director of the FBI. It was then that the matter was discussed with 
me and it was then or shortly thereafter that the concept was 
terminated. 

Senator Ixouye. Were you aware that the President of the United 
States approved the Huston plan? 

Mr. Mitchell. No, sir, I testified yesterday I was not. 

Senator Ixolte. Is it not strange that the Attorney General, as a 
participant in the discussions, that you were not aware of this? 

Mr. Mttchell. As a participant in the discussions? I was not a par- 
ticipant in the discussions with respect to the plan. I was a participant 
in discussions when Mr. Hoover and, I believe, Mr. DeLoach came to 
me with their concerns about the matter. I was not a participant in the 
■discu ssions that led to the formulation of the plan. 

oenator Inouye. But you advised the President of the United States 
as to your misgivings and reservations ? 

Mr. Mitchell. It is my very strong recollec tion that I advised Mr. 

Haldeman and the President after it was brought to my attention by ) 1 ^ 

JMU D eLoach and Mr.»Hoover. 

^Senator Inotjte. What is your relationship with Mr. Kalmbach, 
sir ? Do you know him well ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, I can’t say I know him well. I have known Mr. 

Kalmbach since 1968 and have seen him infrequently over that period 
of time. I knew him, of course, in connection with the 1968 campaign. 

Our contacts between 1968 and 1970 or 1971 have been very infrequent ; 
probably more social than anything else. And, of course, I knew him 
during the 1971-72 campaign, when he was a fundraiser. 

Senator Ixouye. Did you have any relationship with him during 
tl\p month of June, more specifically, 18, 19, and 20, of 1972? 

Mr. Mitchell. Yes; I had a very, very close relationship with Mr. 

Kalmbach during that particular period of time, because it was during 
that particular period when I was talking to him daily or perhaps 
twice a day, because he was kind enough — he along with his wife and 
the secretaries in his office — to be of great assistance to my wife, who 
was then out in Newport, and I am sure you know the rest of the story. 

Senator Ixottye. Mr. Mitchell, I believe in response to a press in- 
quiry relating to Mr. McCord, your answer was something to the effect 
tnat Mr. McCord has a private business and he had several clients and 
your committee was one of the clients. Isn’t it true that you were per- 
sonally acquainted with Mr. McCord ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, Senator, you are asking two questions. The 
press statement that you are talking about was the press statement 
that I put out when we first found out about the break-m. the burglar- 
ization of the Democratic N ational Committee, where Mr. McCord was 
involved. Everything in it was actually true. 

I had one meeting on April 5 with Mr. McCord — is the only time 
that I have ever met with the gentleman and talked to him. And that 
meeting was for the purpose of briefinsr me as I was coming into my 
law office, which was in the same building as the Committee To Re- 
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Mr. Dash. Were you aware that Mr, Hoover, Director of the FBI, 
opposed, at least entered his opposition to most of the recommenda- 
tions in that plan ? 

Mr. Haldeman. I knew that — I think in the recommendation itself 
which was signed by Director Hoover as chairman of the committee, 
he had indicated in the various recommendations his disagreement 
with some of them in spite of the fact that they were the committee 
recommendation. - 

He was transmitting them as the committee recommendation with 
his dissent. 

Mr. Dash. Well, now, did Mr. Huston seek to get your assistance in 
overriding Mr. Hoover’s objections? 

Mr, Haldeman. Yes; I think he did. 

Mr. Dash. And did he send a series of memorandums to you with 
regard to that ? 

Mr. Haldeman. I have seen the memorandums that have been put 
into exhibit and reprinted in the papers and they would indicate that 
he did, yes. 

Mr. Dash. Well, did you just see them as they were reprinted in the 
papers or do you actually recall receiving those memorandums and 
reading them? 

Mr. Haldeman. I have a general recollection. I cannot identify hav- 
ing seen or acted upon any specific memorandum without looking at it 
and reviewing it. I do know that there was a definite concern on Mr. 
Huston’s part and on the other side, on the President’s part, that there 
was — we knew there was a problem going into this. One of the reasons 
for bringing this group together was the fact that communication 
between the FBI and other intelligence agencies was at best minimal. 

Mr. Dash. Let me just show you one memorandum and I think this 
has already gone into the record. See at least if you can recollect it. It is 
a memorandum dated August 5, 1970, from Mr. Huston to you, subject, 
“Domestic Intelligence”*, which is primarily dealing with the problem 
of Mr. Hoover’s objections and indicating that the program ought to 
move forward and asking your assistance. I ask you to take a look at 
it, see if you do recall it and if you do, would you comment on it? 

Mr. Wilson. May we keep this, Mr. Dash ? 

Mr. Dash. It is my only copy at the moment. We can make a Xerox 
copy for you. Unfortunately, our Xerox machine is broken down. That 
is why members of our committee do not have copies. 

This has been entered in the record at a prior time. 

Mr. Haldeman. I cannot positively, without any doubt, say I read 
that memorandum at the time it was sent to me but I have a very clear 
recollection of the general content of the problem that existed at that 
time and I probably did read this memorandum. 

Mr. Dash. Would it be fair to characterize that memorandum as 
Mr. Huston being considerably upset over Mr. Hoover’s obstinacy in 
opposing the plan and 

Mr. Haldeman. Yes. 

Mr Dash [ continuing!. And indicating that it was quite urgent that 
the plan go forward and seeking your assistance? 

Mr. Haldeman. Yes. 

•See Book 3. exhibit No. 37. p. 1325. 
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Mr. Dash. Do you know why Mr. Hoover opposed the plan? 

Mr. Haldeman. I am not sure. I do not recall whether this memoran- 
dum outlined the nature of his objections or not. 

Mr. Dash. Now, are you aware after the plan was submitted to the 
President, that this plan was in fact approved by the President? 

Mr. Haldeman. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. After that approval, was the plan implemented? 

Mr. Haldeman. No; it was not. As I understand it, the approval 
was rescinded, I believe it was 5 days later by notification to the agency 
head and that, therefore, in effect, the plan was not implemented. 

Mr. Dash. Why was it rescinded? 

Mr. Haldeman. Again, as I understand it, because of Director 
Hoover’s objection to a number of parts of the plan. 

Mr. Dash. Did you know that Mr. Mitchell opposed this plan, the 
Attorney General? 

Mr. IIaldemah. I am not sure that I knew that he did or that he 
did not. 

Mr. Dash. Well, he has testified here before this committee that he 
was not in on the original planning of the plan but when he first 
learned about it, I think he says to Mr. DeLoach of the FBI, that he 
went to see you and the President and strongly opposed it and then 
the plan was not implemented. He assumed that it was partly on the 
basis of his objection. Do you recall that ? 

L Mr. Haldeman. I do not; but that is not necessarily — I certainly 
would not deny that. If Mr. Mitchell does feel that is the case, I do not 
recall — I do recall the plan not being put into effect. I recall con- 
siderable discussion back and forth as to whether it would be or not, 
and the ultimate decision first, to approve and then to rescind. 

Mr, Dash. Did you become aware of an in-house White House effort 
for that special investigative unit after the Huston plan was 
rescinded ? 

Mr. Haldeman. Well, the step following the rescission of the Huston 
plan as it is now called, was the formulation of an intelligence evalua- 
tion committee that was another interagency and interdepartmental 
group. It was not an in-house White House group, although there was 
a White House representative, I believe Mr. Dean, on that intelligence 
evaluation committee and its purpose was — one of the purposes of the 
Huston plan, coordination between the various intelligence agencies 
and an attempt to share and evaluate intelligence. 

Mr. Dash. And who was supervising this? 

Mr. Haldeman. I am not sure. It was set up — it was not an in-house 
White House unit, as I said, it was an interagency unit. I believe John 
Dean was the White House representative on it and I am not sure 
how it was structured. 

Mr. Dash. Would it be true that it was Mr, John Dean’s role to be 
liaison for the White House on intelligence programs like this? 

Mr. Haldeman. Yes; it would be. 

Mr. Dash. Now, did there come a time when there was an in-house 
White House special investigative unit ? 

Mr. Haldeman. You are leading— the question relates, I assume, 
to this special investigations unit that was set up in 197L 
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EYES ONLY 

M EM O PwAND UM FOR H. R. HALDjEMAN 
FROM: TOM CHARLES HUSTON 

SUBJECT: DOMESTIC INTELLIGENCE 


In anticipation of your meeting with Mr. Hoover and the 
Attorney General, I would like to pass on these thoughts: 

'1. More than the FBI is involved in 'this operation, NSA, 
DIA, CIA, and the military services all have a great stake and a 
great interest. All of these agencies supported the options 
selected by the President. For your private information, so did 
all the members of Mr. Hoover's staff who worked on the report 
SvW : t v o (he r d fire them if he knew this. } 
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3, We are not getting the type of hard intelligence we need 
at the White House. We will not get it untijL greater effort is made 
through community -wide* coordination to di,g out the information 
by using all the resources potentially available. It is, of course, 
a matter of balancing the obvious risks against the desired 
results. I thought we balanced these risks rather objectively 
in the report, and Hoover is escalating the risks in order to 
cloak his determination to continue to do business as usual. 


4. At some point. Hoover has to be told who is President. 
He has become totally unreasonable and his conduct is detrimental 
to cur * domestic intelligence operations. In the past two weeks, 
he has terminated all FBI liaison with NS A, DIA, the military 
services. Secret Service -- everyone except the White House. He 
terminated liaison with CIA in May. This is bound to have a 
crippling effect upon the entire community and is contrary to 
his public assurance to, the President at the meeting that there 
was close arid effective coordination and cooperation within the 
intelligence community. It is important to remember that the 
entire intelligence community knows that the President made a 
positive decision to go ahead arid Hoover has now succeeded in 
forcing a review. If he gets his way it is going to look like ha 
is more powerful than the President. He had his say in the 
footnotes and RN decided c.g?.inst him.. That should close the 
matter and I can't understand why the AG is a party to reopening it. 
All of us are going to look damn silly in the eyes of Helms, Gayler, 
Bennett, and the military chiefs if Hoover can unilaterally reverse 
a Presidential decision based on a report that .many people worked 
their asses off to prepare and which, on its merits, v/a.3 a first- 
rate, objective job. 


5. The biggest risk 
to regard the violence on. tk 
ph en omeno n which -v* ill s im 
Commission files its rep or 


ve could take, in my opinion, is to confirm 
campus and in the cities as a tern, cor ary 
y go away as soon as the Scranton 
The one statement that Rennie Davie 
• made sense v/is that the Attorney 


i *?") r; f' n 


y./ fw 
5 - v *— * 

O S': 
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General was kidding himself when he said the campuses would be 
quiet this fall. Davis predicted that at least 30 would be closed 
d6vv*n in September. I don’t like to make predictions, but I am 
not at all convinced, on the basis of the intelligence I have seen, 
that we are anyv/ay near over the hurnp on this problem, and I 
am* convinced that the potential for even greater violence is 
present, and we have a positive obligation to take every step 
within cur power to prevent it. 

6. Hoover can be expected to raise the following points 
in your meeting: 


v>^* v 

. ^ , f 


(a) n Our present efforts are adequate.” The answer 
is, bullshit I This is particularly true v/ith regard to FBI campus 
coverage. 

(b) ”Tho risks are too great; these folks are going to 
get the President into trouble and RN had better listen to me. 1 ’ 
The answer is that we have consider ed'the risks, v/e believe they 
are acceptable and justified under the circumstances. We are 
willing to weigh each exceptionally sensitive operation on its 
merits, but the Director of the FBI is paid to take risks where 
the security of the country is at stake. Nothing we propose to 

do has not been done in the past -- and in the past it was always 
done successfully. 


(c) n I don’t have the personnel to do the job the 
President wants done.” The answer is (1) he has the people and/or 
(2) he can get them. 


Hi 


(d) 

if they want. to, 
can’t get them, 
to get them. 


M I don’t object to NSA conducting surreptitious entry 


” The answer is that NSA doesn’t 
has no authority to get them, and 
: is an FBI job. 


have the people, 
o ho ul dn’t have 



O // t -?/ / 


/rr ' - 
/ 


t \ 


J,' 

n r':,- v 
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(e) l, If we do these things the ? jackets of the press 1 and 
ACLU will find out; v/e can’t avoid leaks. 1 ’ Answer: \7 e can avoid 
leaks by using trained, trusted agents and restricting knowledge of - 
sensitive operations on a strict need to know basis. We do this 

on. .other sensitive operations every day. 

(f) "If I have to do these things, the Attorney General 
will have to approve them in writing. 11 This is up to the AG, but 
I would tell Hoover that he hes been instructed to do them by 

the President and he is to do them on that authority. He needn’t 
lock for a scape goat. He has his authority from the President 
and he doesn’t need a written memo from the AG. To maintain 
security, we should avoid written communications in this area. 

(g) u We don’t need an Inter-Agency Committee on 
Intelligence Operations because (1) we’re doing fine right now -- 
good coordination, etc. -- and (Z) there are other existing groups 
which can handle this assignment, 11 The answer is that we are 
doing lousy right now and there aren’t other groups which can 

do the job we have in mind because: (1) they don’t meet; (2} the} 

don’t have the people on them we want or have so me peo ple, v /e 
don’t \var* ? t; (3) they don’t have the author ity.to do what we want 
done; (4) ultimately this new operation will replace them; and 
(5) 'they aren’t linked to the White House staff. 


There are doubtless another dozen or so specious argument 
that Hoover will raise, but they will be of similar quality. I hope 
that you will be able to convince the AG of the importance and 
necessity of getting Hoover to go along. We have worked for 
nearly a year to reach this point; others have worked tar longer 
and had abandoned hope. I believe we are talking about the mtur a 
of this country, for surely domestic violence and disorder 
threaten the very' fabric cf our society. 'Intelligence is net the 
cure, but it can provide the diagnosis that makes a cure possible, 
■)--tantlv, it can or o vide v.s with the means to prevent the 
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deterioration of the situation. Perhaps lowered voices and 
in Vietnam will defuse the tense situation v/e face, hut I v/ou Id ^ 
v/ant to rely on it exclusively. 

There is this final point. For eighteen months v/e have 
watched people in this government ignore the .Presidents orders 
take actions to embarrass him, promote themselves^at his 
expense, and generally make his job more difficult. It makes 
me fighting mad, and what Hoover is doing here is putting 
himself above the President. If he thought the Attorney General 1 3 
advice should be solicited, he should have done so before the 
report was sent to the President. After all. Hoover was chairman 
of the committee and he could have asked the AG for his comments. 
But no, he didn’t do so for it never occurred to him that the 
President v/ould not agree with his footnoted objections. He 
thought all he had to do was put in a footnote and the matter was 
settled. He had absolutely no interest in the views of NS A, 

CIA, DIA, and the military services, and obviously he has 
little interest in our views, or apparently even in the decisions 
of the President. I don’t see how we can tolerate this, but 
being a fatalist, if not a realist, I am prepared to accept the 
fact that v/e may have to do so. 




!TOM CHARLES 


HUSTON 


T T> C t 7-' 7T) "p 
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THE WHITE MOUSE 


WASHINGTON 
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August 7, 1970 


M05ORANDU M TOR K. R. H/lLDEMAN 
. SUBJECT t DOMESTIC IKTEELIGffiCE REVIEW 

Mr- Hoover has departed for the Vest Coast where he plane to vacation 


or three weeks. If yc 
irrounding our Domestic 


^u vait until his return to clear up the problems 
ijc Intelligence operations , we will be into the new 

school year without any preparation. 

€ 

Ene situation in Portland Is beginning to look very tense — the American 
Legion Convention could become the first battleground for a new wave of youthful 
violence. Coining just ^.s the school year begins, it could serve as a catalyst 
for widespread campus disorders. 

I recommend that you meet with the Attorney General and secure his support 
for the Pre£Jident f s decisions, that the Director be informed that the decisions 
will* stands and that all intelligence agencies are to proceed to implement them 
■ ft t once. 


" |OW\ 

TOM CHARLES KUSTOV 


CCUFIPE1TIAT 







S'/ms. 

‘(T y 'C£f* 

• k VT — 

■ - 
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26 . In or around August 1970 H. R. Haldeman transferred White House 

responsibility for matters of domestic intelligence for internal security 
purposes from Tom Charles Huston to John Dean. On September 17, 1970 Dean 
and Attorney General Mitchell discussed procedures for commencing a domestic 
intelligence operation. On September 18, 1970 Dean wrote a memorandum to 
the Attorney General regarding the establishment of an interagency domestic 
intelligence unit and the use of an existing group called the Inter- 
Divisional Information Unit (IDIU) as a cover for the operation of the new 
unit. Dean recommended that restraints should be removed as necessary to 
obtain needed intelligence rather than on a blanket basis. Dean informed 
Mitchell that Haldeman had suggested he would be happy to join Mitchell 
in a meeting with Hoover. 

Page 

26.1 House Judiciary Committee summary of Tom Charles 
Huston testimony, Senate Armed Services Committee 
Executive Session, May 21, 1973, 144 ...... aoo 


26.2 John Dean testimony, 3 SSC 916 ...... 489 

26.3 John Dean testimony, 4 SSC 1446, 1456 490 

26.4 John Mitchell log, September 17, 1970 (received ^ 

from SSC) J 492 

26.5 Memorandum from John Dean to the Attorney General, 

September 18, 1970 (received from Department of 

Justice) 493 

26.6 House Judiciary Committee summary of Tom Charles 

Huston testimony. House Armed Services Committee 
Executive Session, July 9, 1973, 1415-16 496 
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26. 1 SUMMARY OF TOM CHARLES HUSTON TESTIMONY, 
MAY 21, 1973 , SENATE ARMED SERVICES COM - 
MITTEE EXECUTIVE SESSION, 144 


The testimony of Tom Charles Huston, contained in classified 
transcripts obtained from the Senate Armed Services Committee, has been 
withheld from publication in accordance with the rules of that committee. 
Hr. Huston testified on May 21, 1973, and in that testimony 
stated that he believed the recall of the decision memorandum for the 
implementation of the Special Report of the Interagency Committee on 
Intelligence (Ad Hoc) occurred in either the last week of July or the 
first week of August 1970. It was at about that time that John Dean 
came to the White House from the Justice Department as counsel to the 
President. When Dean arrived at the White House, Huston was told by 
Haldeman that Dean would henceforth take over the duties that Huston had 
had in respect to internal security matters. Thereafter, Huston did not 
deal with those matters. 
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916 

ligence-gathering capability of the Government regarding demonstra- 


tions prevailed th] 
the White House, 
personally as late 


rough my tenure at the Justice Department and 
and I was hearing complaints from the President 
as March 12 of this year. 

It was when I joined the White House staff in July of 1970 that 
I became fully av^are of the extent of concern at the White House 
regarding demonstrations and intelligence information relating to 
tvas approximately 1 month after I arrived at the 
White House that! I was informed about the project that had been 
going on before I arrived to restructure the Government’s intelligence- 
gathering capacities vis-a-vis demonstrators and domestic radicals. 
The revised domestic intelligence plan was submitted in a document 
forwarded for the President’s approval. 

The committee has in its possession a copy of that document and 
certain related memorandums pursuant to the order of Judge Sirica. 
After I was told of the Presidentially approved plan, that called for 
bugging, burglarizing, mailcovers, and the like, I was instructed by 
Haldeman to see what I could do to get the plan implemented. I 
thought the plan was totally uncalled for and unjustified. I talked with 
Mitchell about the plan, and he said he knew there was a great desire i 
at the White House to see the plan implemented, but he agreed fully j 
with FBI Director Hoover, who opposed the plan, with one excep- ( 
tion : Mitchell thought that an interagency eval nation committee might ' 
be useful, because it was not good to have the FBI standing alone with- 
out the information of other intelligence agencies and the sharing of 
information is always good and avoids duplication. After mv conver- 
sation with Mitchell, I write a memorandum requesting that the evalu- 
ation committee be established, and the restraints could be removed 
later. I told Mr. Haldeman that the only way to proceed was one step 
at a time, and this could be an important first step. He agreed. 

The Interagencyi Evaluation Committee (IEC) as it was referred 
to, was created, as I recall, in early 1971. I requested that Jack Caul- 
field, who had been assigned to mv office, to serve as the White House 
liaison to the IEC, and when Mr. Caulfield left the White House, Mr. 
D avid Wilson of mv staff served as liaison. I am unaware of the IEC 
everTiaving engaged in any illegal activities or assignments, and cer- 
tainly no such assignment was ever requested bv my office. The reports 
from the IEC, or summaries of the reports were forwarded to Mr. 
Haldeman and sometimes Ehrliclrman. 

In addition to the intelligence reports from the TEC, my office also 
received regular intelligence reports regardingdemonstrators and radi- 
cal groups from the FBI and on some occasions, from the CIA. A 
member of my staff would review the material to determine if it 
should be forwarded to Mr. Haldeman — that is. for bringing to the 
President’s attention — or sent to another member of the staff who 
jjjjght have an interest in the contents of the report. 

The committee has in its— Mr. Chairman, from time to time. I am 
going to skip parts of the statement in an effort to make sure that T 
can move as quickly as possible and get the statement completed in as 
short a time as possible. 

Senator Ervtx, T believe it is important to read the whole 'statement 
since you thought it was important enough to write it. 

Mr. Deax. I will honor the chairman's wish. 
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information, I want to deal as one man looking in another man’s eye 
and know that man for the reaction I get from him just dealing across 
the table; I do not want to know what he has been doing all his life 
or the like. I said, that is for others to judge rather than me. I just 
merely want to tell you the results of my negotiations. 

So I was not involved in intelligence from the outset. Now, as I 
testified, I did become aware from time to time of requests from the 
White House because of my proximity to the decisionmaking processes 
for various intelligence that would relate to political figures in their 
associations with the demonstrations and also, I wss hearing com- 
plaints that the White House staff was unhappy about the quality 
of this intelligence. But my role was merely a conduit from the demon- 
stration leaders back to a major committee that would make decisions 
and talk about what I would report. In fact, I would often put myself, 
in that I could be most effective in this capacity, in the role of advocat- 
ing the position of the demonstrators. Because many times, I thought 
they had a good point. 

For example, one I thought that the Government was taking a 
terrible beating on was in the November moratorium on this big issue 
of Pennsylvania Avenue versus no Pennsylvania Avenue. I thought 
that the demonstrators got $1 million worth of publicity or $2 million 
worth of publicity out of the Government’s posture on refusing to 
give Pennsylvania Avenue. Instead, they insisted that they go down 
Constitution Avenue. I did not see that it made all that much differ- 
enc e in the long and short of it. 

Senator Inouye. Immediately after you were appointed counsel 
to the President , did you not take over the responsibilities of Mr. Tom 
Huston in connection with intelligence activities? 

Mr. Dean. I think that you would have to know Tom Huston and 
my relationship with Tom Huston to know that there was no way 
I would take over anything regarding Mr. Tom Huston. He is a very 
brilliant, independent man. He would not, I did not even know what 
he was doing half the time. In fact, it was some months after he had 
joined my staff that I learned he had some sort of scrambler phone 
locked in a safe beside him and he made a lot of calls. 

Mr. Huston did an awful lot of things that I have no idea what 
he was doing in the intelligence field. The only thing I know is that 
at that point, he was the liaison for receipt of FBI information re- 
garding radical groups and he would be the distributor throughout 
the White House and he put me on a distribution list. Most of this 
material was not even to me, worth reading because I was not par- 
ticularly interested, unless it was a very current demonstration. 

So I inherited Mr. Huston. Mr. Huston and I worked with a friendly 
relationship. As I say, he is a very independent man and he and I think 
a little differently and handle memorandums a little differently. 

recall one rather interesting occasion when he prepared a rather 
strong and blunt memorandum for my signature to the Attorney Gen- 
eral, on a very minor request for something. The memorandum was in 
my mail stack. I read it quickly and didn’t think much about it ; I was 
signing the mail. Two days later. I had a call from Mr. Ivleindienst 
and he said, in short, who in the hell do you think you are writing a 
memorandum like that to the Attorney General of the United States? 
Now that you are up at the White House, you think you are high and 
mighty. 
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I might add here it is from Mr. Haldeman to Mr. Huston— 

The recommendations you have proposed as a result of the review have been 
approved by the President. He does not, however, want to follow the procedure 
you have outlined on page 4 of your memorandum regarding implementation. He 
would prefer that the thing simply be put into motion on the basis of this ap- 
proval. The formal official memorandum should, of course, be prepared and should 
be the device by which to carry it out. 

I realize this is contrary to your feeling as to the best way to get this done. I 
feel very strongly that this procedure won't work and you had better let me know 
and we will take another stab at it. Otherwise let's go ahead. 

Senator Ervin. Now, that letter can only be construed as a statement 
on the part of Mr. H. ft. Haldeman to Mr. Tom Charles Huston, the 
aide in charge of domestic intelligence, to the effect that the President 
of the United States had approved his recommendations about remov- 
ing the limitations on electronic surveillance and penetration, sur- 
reptitious entry or burglary, the use of mail coverage, and of sources 
of information on the campuses and the military undercover agents 
for the purposes of gathering information upon the objectives of that. 

Mr. Dean. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Ervin. Now, when did Mr. Huston leave the White House? 

Mr. Dean. I do not recall specifically the date. It seems to me he 
was on my staff 6 or 8 months at the most, as I recall. He had been 
talking about leaving for some time and returning to private practice. 
This had been one of his pet projects. He had apparently gotten into 
a serious dispute with Mr. Hoover over it and he felt that his effective- 
ness at getting this accomplished had been diminished as a result of 
the fact that his plan was not being implemented and was flounder- 
ing. I can recall him coming to me and asking me if I could do 
anything. I told him I could not. 

senator Ervin. Now, do you not know that this plan was approved 
for use by the President without the prior knowledge of Mr. Mitchell ? 

Mr. Dean. I do not know that for a fact, no, sir. When I talked 
to Mr. Mitchell about it, it had reached the stage that they wanted 
to do something:. Mr. Mitchell and I talked about it and we decided 
that the ’best thing to do was to create the IEC and that would pos- 
sibly satisfy everybody’s request to do something. 

Senator Ervin. Now, the IEC, in effect, was a proposal to set up 
a group representing or representatives from the FBI, CIA, NSA, 
DIA, and the counterintelligence units of the Army. Navy, and Air 
Force to furnish information about the activities of all of these agen- 
cies to the White House? 

Mr. Dean. I believe that is correct, but I believe that at that time 
also, the military — I am not sure they were involved because they had 
already made a decision that they were not going to do any domestic 
glligence work. 

Senator Ervin. Now, as a lawyer, you are aware of the fact that the 
section 403(d) (3) of title 50 of the United States Code provides that 
the CIA “shall have no police, subpena, law enforcement powers, or 
internal security functions” — - — 

Mr Dean. Domestically. 

Senator Ervin. Yes; internal security functions. 

Mr. Dean. Yes; I was entirely aware of that. I was not specifically 
aware of the statute. 
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26.4 JOHN MITCHELL LOG , SEPTEMBER 17 , 3570 


l h u r s c i a v , Sept. I i , 1 97 0 


S 45 Saw Will Wilson with Mr. Nictiol: 


r t I C) ♦ u 


S 50 Saw J. Hushen 


9 10 Met with midwestern mayors on >te r r o r i sm j with 
Mr, Wilson and Nichols of Criminal Div. ; Mr. 

Gunther of Conf. of U.S. Mayors, Senator Hruska and 
Cone. "McGregor; • ■. - , 

1 v — \ Cjs-A neLtCrf^e<" ft vvaj*.a®{ *• c n( /J w 

: V 1 1 <uc* t h.* ’ ■ i 16 

t I 4 ft t* h*' 1 fi 

*u. 

Ptf ( • f. t r ^ w t 


10 45 Above held press conference in DAG's office l L* 1 

■* oc.c^< .'Cow-. 


11 00 saw Will Wilson 


/\( mr v / ?- W <5 « 


11 25 Retd. John Alexander*? rail Sc t. 


11 36 Called Norm Carlson Sc t. 


11 40 saw Senator Bellmon and staff aide 


12 01 called Henry Kissinger & t. 


12 04 called Gov. Reagan & t. 


12 10 Leu for CIA in Va. to have lunch with Director Helm 

ibio Tie^n 

2 38 Pete Flanigan called Sc t. 

2 50 Saw Ken Rosen 

3 05 Kevin Phillips called Sc t. 

0 z Saw John Dean 

4 00 Pete Flanigan called Sc t. 

4 05 DAG called Sc t. 

4 10 Saw Alexander Hehmeyer of Chicago 
4 33 called Wally Johnson Sc t. 

5*00 Attended Staff Meeting (Dr. Kissinger, sneaker) 


J 

Pc 

iViJo ki 
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. September 18 , 1970 


TOP SECRET 


14EMDRAIIEUI-I FOR 


THE ATTORi^ET GENERAL 



suggest the following procedures to c ommenc e our domestic 
intelligence operation as quickly as possible. 

1. Interagency Donestlc Intelligence Unit . A key to the 
satire operation Trill be the creation of a interagency intelligence 
unit for both op e r at ion a 1 and evaluation purposes. Obviously, 
the selection of persons to this unit vill be of vital importance 
to xhe success of the mission. As ve discussed, the selection 
of the personnel for this unit is an appropriate first step 
for several reasons. First, effective coordination of the 
different agencies must be developed at an early stage through the 
establishment of the unit. Second, Hoover has indicated a strong 
opposition to the creation of such a unit and, to bring the FBI 
fully on board, this seems an* appropriate first step to guarantee 
their proper and full participation in- the program. Third, the 
unit can serve to make appropriate recommendations for the type 
of intelligence that should be immediately pursued by the various 
agencies . In regard to this third point, I believe ve agreed 
that it vould be ina.ppropria.te to have ary blanket removal of 
restrictions; rather, the most appropriate procedure vould be 
to decide on the type of intelligence ve need, based on an 
assessment of the recommendations of this unit, and then to 
proceed to remove the restraints as necessary to obtain such 
intelligence. 


So 1 /- 


To proceed to create the interagency intelligence unit, 
particularly the evaluation group or co;anittee, I recommend that 
ve request the names of four nominees from, each of the 
agencies involved* while the precise co: petition of t 
may vary as ve gain experience, I think that tvo meuko 
be appointed initially from eo.ch agency in addition to your 
personal representative vho should also be involved in the 
proceedings. - Because of the inter agency aspects cf ch:ls rep 
it vould probably be best if the regress cane fren vhe Vfnita. 


cull u 

ft 


35-966 O - 74 - pt. 1-32 
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heads; however, ^ feel that it is essential that you -work this 
out with Hoover before I have any. dealings yith him directly. 


5o\ 


2. Housing . We discussed the appropriate housing of 
this operation and, upon reflection, I believe that rather 
than a White House staffer looking for suitable space, that 
a professional intelligence person should be assigned the task 
of locating such space. Accordingly, I would suggest that 
a request be made that Mr. Hoover assign an agent to this 
task. In connection with the housing problem, I think serious 
consideration must be given to the appropriate Justice Depart- 
neat cover for the domestic intelligence operation. We 
discussed yesterday using I DICJ as a cover and as I indicated 
I believe that that is a most appropriate cover. I believe 
that it is generally felt that IDIU is already a far more ex- 
tensive intelligence operation than has been mentioned publicly, 
end that the IDIU operation cover would eliminate the problem 
of discovering a new intelligence operation in the Department 
of Justice. However, I have reservations about the personnel 
in IDIU ana its present operation activities and vrould suggest 
that they either be given a minor function within the new* 
intelligence operation or that the staff be completely removed. 

I have had only incidental dealings with the personnel, other 
than Jim Devi ne , and cannot speak to their discretion and 
loyalty for such an operation. I do not believe that Jim 
Devine is capable of any major position within the new 
intelligence operation. However, I do believe that he could 
help perpetuate the cover and he has evidenced a loyalty to you, 
the Deputy and other key people in the Department of Justice, 
despite his strong .links with the prior Administration. I 
would defer to your judgement, of course, on any recommendation, 
regarding Jim Devine 1 s continued presence in such an intelligence 
operation. 


3. Assistant to Attorney General . He also discussed the 
need for you to have a right hand man to assist in running this 
operation. It would seem that what is needed is a man with, 
administrative skills, a sensitivity to the implications of the 
current radical and subversive movements within the United 
States, and preferably, some background in intelligence work. 

To maintain the cover , I- would think it appropriate for the man 
to h?-ve a lav degree in that he will be a pare of the Department 
of Justice, You suggested the possibility of using a, prosecutor 
who had hal experience with cases of this typo. Accordingly, I 
have spoken with Hurling ; :on l.'o-od to ask him to submit cho names 
0 ? five Assistant U. 3. Attorneys who have had experience in 
dealing with demonstrations or riot type cares and who are 

ght bo appropriately given a, sensitive 
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assignment in the Department of Justice. I did not discuss the 
matter in any further detail /with Wood other than to request the 
submission of soma nominees. I mould also like to suggest that 
ve request names from the various intelligence agencies involved 
for personnel that might be appropriately involved in this activity 
or who might serve as ycur assistant. 

In summary, I recommend the following immediate action: 

(1) You meet with Hoover, explain what must be done, and 
request his nominees for the interagency unit . 

(2) You request that Hoover assign an agent to the task 
of locating appropriate housing for the operations. 

( 3 ) I request that other involved intelligence agencies 
submit nominees for the interagency unit. 

(4) I request from the agencies names of appropriate 
personnel for assignment to the operation. 

Finally, I vculd suggest that you call weekly meetings to 
monitor the problems as they emerge and to make certain that wo 
ere moving this program into implementation as quickly as possible . 



H.B. Bob Halaeman has suggested to me that if you would like 

him to join you in a meeting with Hoover he will be happy 
to do so. 


TO? 
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26.6 SUMMARY OF TOM CHARLES HUSTON TESTIMONY , 
JULY 9, 1973, HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COM - 
MITTEE EXECUTIVE SESSION 1415-16 


The testimony of Tom Charles Huston, contained in classified 
transcripts obtained from the House Armed Services Committee, has been 
withheld from publication in accordance with the rules of that committee. 

Mr. Huston testified on July 9, 1973, and in that testimony 
stated that in late August or early September, 1970 Haldeman had told 
Huston that John Dean would thereafter have responsibilities, as counsel 
for the President, for all matters relating to internal security and 
domestic intelligence. Huston believed that this shift in responsibilities 
resulted from Hoover's irritation at Huston T s recommendations in connection 
with the Special Report. Huston met shortly thereafter with Dean and re- 
viewed the plan and the fact that Dean would assume responsibility for it 
thereafter. 
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27. In or before December 1970 the Intelligence Evaluation Committee 
was created to improve coordination among the intelligence community and 
to prepare evaluations and estimates of domestic intelligence. 
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Kunzig, who is now an associate judge of the U.S. Court 
of Claims. 

Mr. Sampson has been Acting Administrator of Gen- 
eral Services since June 2, 1972. He joined the General 
Services Administration in 1969 as Commissioner of the 
Federal Supply Service. From 1970 to 1972 he was Com- 
missioner of the Public Buildings Service in GSA and the 
first Deputy Administrator of GSA for Special Projects. 

Fie came to the General Services Administration after 
6 years in Pennsylvania State government, where he was 
secretary of administration and budget secretary under 
Gov. Raymond P. Shafer, and deputy secretary for pro- 
curement, department of property and supplies, under 
Gov. William W. Scranton. Prior to entering government 
service, he was employed by the General Electric Co. for 
12 years. 

Mr. Sampson was bom on October 8, 1926, in Warren, 
R.L He received his B.S. degree in business adminis- 
tration from the University of Rhode Island in 1951 and 
has done graduate work at the George Washington 
University. 

Active in several professional organizations, Mr. Samp- 
son was presented the Synergy III Award for outstanding 
contributions toward the advancement of architecture by 
the Society of American Registered Architects in 1972. 
In 1973 he was selected as one of the Top Ten Public 
Works Men of the Year, and he was named an honorary 
member of the American Institute of Architects. 

He and his wife, Blanche, have four children and reside 
in Washington, D.C. 

jtote: For the President's statement upon announcing his intention 
to nominate Mr. Sampson, see the preceding item. 


( The Watergate Investigation 

Statements by the President . May 22, 1973 

Recent news accounts growing put of testimony in the 
Watergate investigations have given grossly misleading 
impressions of many of the facts, as they relate both to my 
own role and to certain unrelated activities involving na- 
tional security. 

Already, on the basis of second- and third-hand hearsay 
testimony by persons either convicted or themselves under 
investigation in the case, I have found myself accused of 
involvement In activities I never heard of until I read 
about them in news accounts. 

These impressions could also lead to a serious misunder- 
standing of those national security activities which, though 
totally unrelated to Watergate, have become entangled in 
the case. They could lead to further compromise of sensi- 
tive national security information. 


I will not abandon my responsibilities. I will continue 
to do the job I was elected to do. 

In the accompanying statement, I have set forth the 
facts as I know them as they relate to my own role. 

With regard to the specific allegations that have been 
made, I can and do state categorically : 

1. I. had no prior knowledge of the Watergate 
operation. 

2. I took no part in, nor was I aware of, any subsequent 
efforts that may have been made to cover up 
Watergate. 

3. At no time did I authorize any offer of executive 
clemency for the Watergate defendants, nor did I 
know of any such offer. 

4. I did not know, until the time of my own investiga- 
tion, of any effort to provide the Watogate defend- 
ants with funds. 

5. At no time did I attempt, or did I authorize others 
to. attempt, to implicate the CLA in the Watergate. 
matter. 

6. It was not until the time of my own investigation 
that I learned of the break-in at the office of Mr. 
EUsberg's psychiatrist, and I specifically authorized 
the furnishing of this information to Judge Byrne. 

7. I neither authorized nor encouraged subordinates to 
engage in illegal or improper campaign tactics. 

In the accompanying statement, I have sought to pro- 
vide the background that may place recent allegations In 
perspective. I have specifically stated that executive 
privilege will not be invoked as to any testimony concern- 
ing possible criminal conduct or discussions of possible 
criminal conduct, in the matters under investigation. I 
want the public to learn the truth about Watergate and 
those guilty of any illegal actions brought to justice. 


Allegations surrounding the Watergate affair have so 
escalated that I feel a further statement from the President 
is required at this time. 

A climate of sensationalism has developed in which 
even second- or third-hand hearsay charges are headlined 
as fact and repeated as fact. 

Important national security operations which them- 
selves had no connection with Watergate have become 
entangled in the case. 

As a result, some national security Information has 
already been made public through court orders, through 
the subpoenaing of documents, and through testimony 
witnesses have given in judicial and Congressional pro- 
ceedings. Other sensitive documents are now threatened 
with disclosure. Continued silence about those operations 
would compromise rather than protect them, and would 
also serve to perpetuate a grossly distorted view — which 
recent partial disclosures have given — of the nature and 
purpose of those operations. 
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mem-jranduin of the options approved. After reconsider- 
ation, however, prompted by the opposition of Director 
Hoover, the agencies were notified 5 days later, on July 23, 
nat the approval had been rescinded. The options initially 
approved had included resumption of certain intelligence 
operations which had been suspended in 1956. These in 
turn had included authorization for surreptitious entry — - 
breaking and entering, in effect — on specified categories 
of targets in specified situations related to national 
security. 

Because the approval was withdrawn before it had 
been implemented, the net result was that the plan for 
expanded Intelligence activities never went into effect. 

The documents spelling out this 1970 plan are ex- 
tremely sensitive. They include — and are based upon — 
assessments of certain foreign intelligence capabilities and 
procedures, which of course must remain secret. It was 
this unused plan and related documents that John Dean 
removed from the White House and placed in a safe 
deposit box, giving the keys to Judge Sirica. The same 
plan, still unused, is being headlined today. 

Coordination among our intelligence agencies con- 
tinued to fall short of our national security needs. In 
July 1970, having earlier discontinued the FBI’s liaison 
with the CIA, Director Hoover ended the FBI’s normal 
liaison with all other agencies except the White House. 
To help remedy this, an Intelligence Evaluation Com- 
ffrtce was created in December 1970. Its members in- 
cluded representatives of the White House, CIA, FBI, 
/ N5A, the Departments of Justice, Treasury, and Defense, 
and the Secret Service. 

The Intelligence Evaluation Committee and its staff 
were instructed to improve coordination among the in- 
telligence community and fc prepare evaluations and esti- 
mates of domestic intelligence. I understand that its 
activities arc now under investigation. I did not authorize 
nor do I have any knowledge of any illegal activity by 
this Committee. If it went beyond its charter and did en- 
gage in any illegal activities, it was totally without my 
knowledge or authority. 

T H£ Special Investigations Unit 

On Sunday, June 1 3, 1971, The New York Times pub- 
lished the first installment of what came to be known as 
“The Pentagon Papers.” Not until a few hours before 
publication did any responsible Government official know 
that they had been stolen. Most officials did not know they 
existed. No senior official of the Government had read 
them or knew with certainty what they contained. 

All the Government knew, at first, was that the paoers 
comprised 47 volumes and some 7, COO pages, which had 
ieen taken from the most sensitive files of the Departments 
of State and Defense and the CIA, covering military and 
diplomatic moves in a war that was still going on. 


Moreover, a majority oi the documents published wh a 
the first three installments in The Times had not been 
included in the 47 -volume study — raising serious cues* 
tions about what and how much else might have been 
taken. 

lucre was ever/ reason to believe this was a security 
leak of unprecedented proportions. 

It created a situation in which the ability of the Gov- 
ernment to carry on foreign relations even in the best of 
circumstances could have been severely compromised. 
Other governments no longer knew whether they could 
deal with the United States in confidence. Ag?inst the 
background of the delicate negotiations the United States 
was then involved in on a number of fronts — with regard 
to Vietnam, China, the Middle East, nuclear arms limi- 
tations, U.S.-Soviet relations, and others — -in which the 
utmost degree of confidentiality was vital, it posed a threat 
so grave as to require extraordinary actions. 

Therefore during the week following the Pentagon 
Papers publication, I approved the creation of a Special 
Investigations Unit within the White House — which later 
came to be known as the “plumbers.” This was a small 
group at the White House whose principal purpose* was 
to stop security leaks and to investigate other sensitive 
security matters. I looked to John Ehrlichirum for the 
supervision of this group. 

Egil Krogh, Mr. Ehriichman’s assistant, W23 put in 
charge. David Young was added to this unit, as were 
E. Howard Hunt and G. Gordon Liddy. 

The unit operated under extremely tight security rules. 
Its existence and functions were known only to a very few 
persons at the White House. These included Messrs. 
Haldcman, Ehrlichman, and Dean. 

At about the time the unit was created, Daniel EIIs- 
berg was identified as the person who had given the Penta- 
gon Papen to The New York Times. I told Mr. Krogh 
that as a matter of first priority, the unit should find out 
alt it could about Mr. Eilsberg’s associates and his motives. 
Because oF the extreme gravity oF the situation, and not 
then knowing what additional national secrets Mr. Ells- 
berg might disclose, I did impress upon Mr. Krogh the 
vital importance to the national security of his assign- 
ment. I did not authorize and had no knowledge of any 
illegal means to be used to achieve this goal. 

However, because of the emphasis I put on. the crucial 
importance of protecting the national security, I can 
understand how highly motivated individuals could have 
felt justified in engaging in specific activities that I would 
have disapproved had they been brought to my attention. 

Consequently, as President, I must and do assume re- 
sponsibility for such actions despite the fact that I at no 
time approved or had knowledge of them. 

I also assigned the unit a number of other investigatory 
matters, dealing in part with, compiling an accurate rec- 
ord of events related to the Vietnam war, on which the 
Government's records were inadequate (many previous 
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ligence-gathering capability of the Government regarding demonstra- 
tions prevailed through my tenure at the Justice Department and 
the White House, and I was hearing complaints from the President 
personally as late ns March 12 of this year. 

It was when I joined the White House staff in July of 1970 that 
I became fully aware of the extent of concern at the White House 
regarding demonstrations and intelligence information relating to 
demonstrators. It was approximately 1 month after I arrived at the 
White Honse that I was informed about the project that had been 
going on before I arrived to restructure the Government’s intelligence- 
gathering capacities vis-a-vis demonstrators and domestic radicals. 
The revised domestic intelligence plan was submitted in a document 
forwarded for the President’s approval. 

The committee has in its possession a copy of that document and 
certain related memorandums pursuant to the order of Judge Sirica. 
After I was told of the Presidentially approved plan, that called for 
bugging, burglarizing, mailcovers, and the like, I was instructed by 
Haldeman to see what I could do to get the plan implemented. I 
thought the plan was totally uncalled for and unjustified. I talked with 
Mitchell about the plan, and he said he knew there was a great desire 
at the White House to see the plan implemented, but lie agreed fully 
with FBI Director Hoover, who opposed the plan, with one excep- 
tion : Mitchell thought that an interagency evaluation committee might 
be useful, because it was not good to have the F BI standing alone with- 
out the information of other intelligence agencies and the sharing of 
information is always good and avoids duplication. After my conver- 
sation with Mitchell, I write a memorandum requesting that the evalu- 
ation committee be established, and the restraints could be removed 
later. I told Mr. Haldeman that the only way to proceed was one step 
at a time, and this could be an important first step. He agreed. 

| The Interagency Evaluation Committee (IEC) as it was referred 
I to, was created, as I recall, in early 1971. I requested that Jack Caul- 
field, who had been assigned to my office, to serve as the White House 
I liaison to the IEC, and when Mr. Caulfield left the White House, Mr. 

^ David Wilso n ofmv staff served ns liaison. Iam unaware of the IEC 
ever haring engaged in any illegal activities or assignments, and cer- 
tainly no such assignment 'was ever requested by my office. The reports 
from the IEC, or summaries of the reports were forwarded to Mr. 
Haldeman and sometimes Ehrliehman. 

In addition to the intelligence reports from the TEC. my office also 
received regular intelligence reports regarding demonstrators and radi- 

L cal groups from the FBI and on some occasions* from the CIA. A 
member of my staff would review the material to determine if it 
should be forwarded to Mr. Haldeman — that is. for bringing to the 
President’s attention— or sent to another member of the staff who 
might have an interest in the contents of the report. 

The committee has in its— Mr. Chairman, from time to time. I am 
going to skip parts of the statement in an effort to make sure that I 
can move as quickly as possible and get the statement completed in as 
short a time as possible. 

Senator Ervix. T believe it is important to 7*ead the whole statement 
since you thought it was important enough to write it. 

Mi\ Deax. I will honor the chairman's wish. 
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space, that a professional intelligence person should be assigned the task of locat- 
ing such space. Accordingly, I would suggest that a request be made that Mr. 
Hoover assign an agent to this task. In connection with the housing problem, I 
think serious consideration must be given to the appropriate Justice Department 
cover for the domestic intelligence operation. We discussed yesterday using IDIU 
as a cover and as I indicated I believe that that is a most appropriate cover. I 
believe that it is generally felt that IDIU is already a far more extensive intelli- 
gence operation than has been mentioned publicly, and that the IDIU operation 
cover would eliminate the problem of discovering a hew intelligence operation in 
' / ; the Department of Justice. However, I have reservations about the personnel in 

IDIU and its present operation activities and would suggest that they either be 
given a minor function within the new intelligence operation or that the staff be 
completely removed. I have had only incidental dealings with the personnel, other 
than Jim Devine, and cannot apeak to their discretion and loyalty for such an 
operation. I do not believe that Jim Devine is capable of any major position 
within the new intelligence operation. However, I do believe that he could help 
perpetuate the cover and he has evidenced a loyalty to you, the Deputy and 
other key people in the Department of Justice, despite his strong links with the 
prior Administration. I would defer to your judgment, of course, on any recom- 
mendation regarding Jim Devine’s continued presence in such an intelligence 
operation. . 

3. Assistant to Attorney General. We also discussed the need for you to have 
a right hand man to assist in running this operation. It would seem that what 
is needed is a man with administrative skills, a sensitivity to the implications of 
the current radical and subversive movements within the United States, and 
preferably, some background iu intelligence work. To maintain the cover; I would 
think it appropriate for the man to have a law degree in that he will be a part 
of the Department of Justice. You suggested the possibility of using a prosecutor 
who had had experience with cases of this type. Accordingly, I have spoken 
with Harlington Wood to ask him to submit the names of five Assistant U.S. 
Attorneys who have Jiad experience in dealing with demonstrations or riot type 
cases and who are mature individuals that might be appropriately given a sensi- 
tive assignment In the Department of Justice. I did not discnss the matter in any 
further detail with Wood other than to request the submission of some nominees. 
I would also like to suggest that we request names from the various intelligence 
agencies involved for personnel that might be appropriately involved in this 
activity or who might serve as your assistant. 

In summary, I recommend the following immediate action : 

(1) Yon meet with Hoover, explain what must be done, and request bis 
nominees for the interagency unit. 

(2) You request that Hoover assign an agent to the task of locating 
appropriate housing for the operations. 

(3) I request that other involved intelligence agencies submit nominees 
for the interagency unit. 

(4) 1 request from the agencies names of appropriate personnel for assign- 
ment to the operation. 

Finally, I would suggest that you call weekly meetings to monitor the problems 
as they emerge and to make certain that we are moving this program into imple- 
mentation as quickly as possible. 

It was signed, and had a note at the bottom. 

Bob Haldeman has suggested to me that if you would like him to join you 
in a meeting with Hoover he will be happy to do so. 

Senator Weicker, Thank you, Mr. Dean. 

Now, this, in other words, refers to that portion of your statement 
yesterday where you say: “I wrote a memorandum requesting: that the 
Evaluation Committee be established and that the strings could be 
removed later. I told Haldeman that the only way to proceed would 
be one step at a time and this would be an important first step and he 
agreed.” ^ 

Mr. Dean. That is correct. 

| I miffht footnote that with the remark that I was quite aware of a 

1 srreat interest in the matter, and after some discussions with Mr. 

j Huston, who still had a hope that the entire plan would be adopted, 
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I had reached the conclusion that there was no way the whole plan 
was going to be adopted and that the only thing that was essential 
was the IEC and that this would satisfy everybody that we were at 
least doing something to solve the problem and this was a first step 
that seemed to solve or to resolve that pressure with everybody. 

Senator Weicker. So, after this memorandum was written, you pro- 
ceeded to set up the IEC insofar as the structure, the placing of it, in 
the 'Internal Security Division, is that correct? 

Hr Dean. I think what happened is, and I am not terribly familiar 
with the mechanics of how this actually did occur, I believe that Mr. 
Mitchell did have a conversation with Mr. Hoover and reached some 
agreement as to their participation. I don’t know how the decision 
was made to place it in the Internal Security unit, but I did learn 
about it at some point because they told me they had space that they 
had set aside in the Internal Security unit’s office, which was separate 
and apart from the Department of Justice, the main Department of 
Justice. 

And I had learned that Mr. Doherty would be sort of the man that 
would be heading the operation initially. 

Senator Weicker. May I ask you this question in relation to Mr. 
Doherty? 

Was there any discussion at this time about this unit’s first head 
being Air. Earl Sharp ? ~ Hov t /l Sk*** 

Mr. Deax. Yes, there was. 

Mr. Ehrlichman was aware of this as well and Judge Sharp, who 
was a friend nf Mr. Ehrlichm an’s. apparently had been— as I recall, 
he was an elective judge and he either hadn’t been reelected or some- 
thing of that nature, an appointment had run out, and he was not 
currently sitting on the bench anywhere, and Mr. Ehrlichman thought 
| this would be an excellent thing for him to do and invited him to 
^come to Washington, 

Xev- *'2^ We had a number of meetings on it and the more he looked at it, 

the less he decided he wanted to get involved in it. 

^ ,v> r Senator Weicker/So that the first head was Mr, John Doherty? 

; \ Mr. Dean. I believe that is correct. 

' Senator Weicker. Did you hold any discussions in your office with 

Mr. Sharp or Mr. Doherty relative to the IEC ? 

Mr. Dean. I am sure probably with both individuals, yes. 

Senator Weicker. And what other persons would have been present 
at those meetings ? 

Mr. Dean. Well, I can’t recall anybody else being present when I 
talked to Judge Sharp. I know that — I do recall that when he decided 
that he wasn’t interested, because, one. he felt he didn’t know much 
about this field, that he would have a whole education to become ac- 
quainted with it — I think he spent a couple of weeks looking into the 
matter. I think he learned that it was going to be some sort of, going 
to be a secret operati on that be would be running in the Department 
of Justice and he wanted to be able to explain just what he was doing 
T A L with people back home and he didn’t want to have to say, I can’t tell 

you what I am doing in Washington. 

Wc had a number of discussions about other assignments for him 
and he did some very valuable legal work for niv office in connection 
with some trade matte rs that had come to my office for resolution. 
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Senator Weicker. Now, Mr. Dean, then Mr. Doherty was the first 
head and he was succeeded by whom ? 

Mr. Dean. I believe by Mr. Wells. 

Senator Weicker. By Mr. Bernard Wells? 

Mr. Dean. Yes. 

Senator Weicker. All right. 

So from the time of your memorandum at the time of your talk 
with Haldeman as to the setting up of the mechanics of the operation, 
administering of details of the operation, does it come as any surprise // 

to you, that listed under the Office of Analysis and Planning in the -OH Wt ^ ^ 
Internal Security Division of the Justice Department as of Aped TV _ , - Vi j>. 
1972, is a listing of Bernard Wells, Executive Director, IDIL, with 
Mr. James McGrath and Joyce Webb listed under that ? 

Is this basically, then, the plan that is suggested in your memoran- 
dum to John Mitchell ? 

The ink marks and the scribblings are mine and my staff’s. 

Mr. Dean. I can’t glean an awful lot from this chart. 

Senator Weicker. There is no mention of IEC there, is there ? 

Mr. Dean. No, there is not, and the documents that all came to me 
were clearly marked “IEC” on them when they came over. 

Senator Weicker. And they came over from Mr. Wells ? 

Mr. Dean. They came over from Mr. Wells. 

Senator Weicker. Would you read to tire committee what Mr. Wells 
is listed as in that document? 

Mr. Dean. Executive Director, IDITJ. 

Senator Weicker. You have also stated that to the best of your 
knowledge, no illegal activities were conducted by the IEC? I would 
like to get into the matter of your contacts. Let me ask you one ques- 
tion before you go on to your contacts with the Internal Security 
Division. 

Statements have been made that there was a rescission by the Presi- 
dent of the 1970 plan. Why all this business ? 

Mr, Dean. Well, as I said, at one point— I do not know about the 
rescission. That is something that I do not know. I knew that there 
was a squabble going on between principally Mr. Huston, representing 
the White House, and the FBI. Mr. Huston talked to me on a number 
of occasions about the matter. I knew that Mr. Mitchell, when I talked 
with him about it, both telephonically and when I met with him, was 
opposed to the grand plan that is in that manual, and I think what 
Mitchell and I decided was the best course was to do the minimum 
amount possible that might satisfy people that something was being 
clone. And that was to create the IEC. 

Senator Weicker. Now, it is possible, then, that one of two things 
might have happened. Either there could have been a rescission by the 
President, the word of which rescission you never received. That is a 
possibility, is it not? 

Sir, Dean. Well, I note that their memorandum in here that follow 
the date of the memorandum I sent and memorandum I had not seen, 
and I recall that Mr. Huston was still trying to do something about 
this, even after I sent that memorandum. 

Senator Wf.icker. Yes, but let me 

Mr. Dean. So to answer your question, it is very possible that I 
would not have been aware of, in fact, I was not aware at all of a 
rescission. 
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Senator Weicker. It is also possible there was no rescission. 

Mr. Dean. And I was not aware in full of an approval. I had a 
general awareness that, you know, I was told to see what you can do to 
get this plan implemented. 

( Senator Weicker. But insofar as your firsthand knowledge, and that 

is all I am interested in 

Mr. Dean. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. You did implement the first step of the plan? 
Mr. Dean. That is correct. 

Senator Weicker. Now, could you tell this committee in your own 
words of any other contacts that you had with the Internal Security 
Division insofar as information that could have a political value? Did 
you have any contacts with the Internal Security Division yourself? 

Mr. Dean. As I mentioned in my statement, there was a continual 
request for information regarding demonstrations and particularly 
information that would e mbarrass individ uals in connection with their 
relationship with demonstrators or demonstration leaders. The princi- 
pal liaison yt 

Senator Weicker. Outside of the area of demonstrations, did my 
information come to you from the Internal Security Division which 
could have a political value ? 

Mr. Dean. I am sure it could have, but without looking at my files, 
it is impossible for me to remember what might be. 

Senator Weicker. Did you have any direct contact with Division 5 
of the FBI? 

Mr. Dean. Division 5 of the FBI ? 

Senator Weicker. That is Mr. Sullivan’s division, 

Mr. Dean. I knew Mr. Sullivan, but I do not recall having any con- 
tact with him when he was at the Internal Security Division. 
Senator Weicker. All risrht ; with the CIA ? 

Mr. Dean. No. 

Senator Weicker. With the Metropolitan Police ? 

Mr. Dean. I talked to them — in connection with demonstrations, I 
had a number of conversations with the Metropolitan Police. In fact, 
I had on my telephone, I had a number of private lines that would go 
II directly to command posts that were concerned with demonstrations. 
There was one that went to the Defense Department, there was one 
that went to the Justice Department, to what I should call the old 
^3 ID ITT Unit, which did b ecome operationa l at demonstration time. I 
had contact, a telephone line to the Mavors command post, and one to 
the Secret Ser vice command post. So during demonstrations, I did 
receive informationTrom all those places. 

Senator Weicker. To get over this particular area ox inquiry, and I 
do not want to prolong it, insofar as Division 5, the CIA, t he Metro- 

politan Police, military intelligence ■ 

Mr. Dean. I am not aware of where the intelligence 

Senator Weicker. Did vou receive any information from these en- 
tities which was of a political nature — and I do not consider informa- 
tion on demonstrations to be of a political nature : it is something that 
could be applied to all sides — but that could be useful politically? 

Mr. Dean. Senator, I would like to be able to tell vou that I can 
recall, but I cannot recall and what the answer mmht be to resolve the 
question is that the committee mi^ht want to go through my files and 
see what is in there and that would answer the question. Because I have 
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Mr. Mitchell. I would not sav so, Mr. Thompson, because of the 
time frame intervening and also the consideration of the Interagency 
Evaluation Commission — Committee — in the meantime. I think that 
was somewhat of a self-starter later on caused by events and If I would 
have to guess, without knowing, it was probably generated about the 
time of the Pentagon Papers. Now, these are opinions I am giving 
to you. I have no knowledge on it. 

Mr. Thompson. You mentioned a field for need of coordination be- 
tween the intelligence-gathering agencies^ is that correct ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Yes, sir, I do. 

Mr. Thompson. Was this just in the White House or was this also 
in the intelligence community ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, it was in parts of the intelligence community 
and it certainly was in the Justice Department. We, as I think I men- 
tioned this morning, found that we were receiving intelligence from 
quarters where we might not have expected it in connection with an- 
ticipation of violent acts in connection with demonstration and at 
other times just pure violent acts. I mentioned the Alcoholic Tax and 
Firear ms Bu reau which had, I thought, quite a very competent intel- 
ligence capacity certainly, in connection with some of the problems 
that we had in the Justice Department. I know that Mr. Hoover and 
Mr. Helms had broken off their liaisoh that they had established in 
connection with the CIA and the FBI. There was great interest in 
finding a vehicle to reestablish that in a meaningful way, and so that 
basically the implementation of the Interagency Evaluation Commis- 
sion was to take personnel from the different intelligence-gathering 
areas, put them into one room where they could sort out and exchange 
ideas and, of course, evaluate what intelligence they had. One of the 
problems that I found in Government was that there was very fre- 
quently a great deal of collection of intelligence but the evaluation and 
dissemination lacked a great deal. 

Mr. Thompson. Then, was this need for better coordination because 
of problems that the agencies themselves were having internally or 
was it because of external considerations, or both ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, I think I can best answer that to point out 
that there were many events that happened in this country, including 
the bombing of the Capitol and other such events that, if we had had 
appropriate intelligence in advance, we might have been able to pro- 
hibit it. I know that in connection with many of the large demonstra- 
tions that we had in Washington, while 99 percent of those people 
who came, came for peaceful protest and to petition their Government, 
that there was always that lunatic fringe that was bound to and deter- 
mined to thrash the place and cause datnage, and if we had had better 
intelligence in some of these areas, and I am not excluding them to 
those but in other areas, but perhaps a great deal of that could have 
been prevented. That was the basis upon which the Interagency Eval- 

lation Committee was considered in concept and put into place. 

Mr. Thompson. Let me leave that for a moment and invite your 
attention to the November 24, 1971, meeting which I believe you had 
with Mr. Liddy and Mr. Dean when Mr. Dean brought Mr. Liddy to 
your office. 

Mr. Mitchell. Yes, sir. 
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In the latter part of 1970 the Secret Service installed a 
wiretap on the telephone of Donald Nixon, the Presidents brother, 
in Newport Beach, California, and also instituted physical sur- 
veillance. Caulfield was assigned by Ehrlichman to monitor and 
report to him on the wiretap. Caulfield has testified that the 
purpose of the surveillance was the concern that Donald Nixon might 
be involved with persons seeking to use him for improper political 
influence and thereby embarrass the President. The President has 
stated that his brother was aware of the surveillance while it was 
occurring because he asked about it, was told about it, and he 
approved of it. 
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1 

Mr* Caulfield, wo. 

2 

Mr. Lackritz. Now, I take it when we talked to you on 

5 

September 11, 1973, we were making an effort to determine the 

4 

purposes of some checks that Mr, Ragan had written to you. 

5 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

6 

Mr. Lackritz. It is our understanding, Mr. Caulfield, that 

7 

you are still attempting to refresh your recollection as to the 

8 

purpose of those checks. 

9 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct. 

10 

Mr.. Lackritz. Okay. I take it, then, at the time when 

11 

you are able to determine the purpose ot those checks, we will 

12 

get into that matter. 

13 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes, that is correct. 

14 

Mr. lackritz. Okay, just for the record, I would like to 

15 

note that there are; I believe, approximately eight checks 

16 

totaling roughly $800; does that give* you any help-xn trying- to- 

17 

refresh your recollection? 

18 

' 

Mr. Caulfield. If I ca- recall specifically what areas 

19 

they dealt with, I will come back and be happy to notify the 

20 

Committee. 

21 

Mr. Lackritz. Fine. 

22 

Now, did you in the White House, in your responsibility. 

23 

have any responsibilities for overseeing, keeping tabs on the 

24 

activities of the President's brother, Mr. F. Donald Nixon? 

25 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, I would like to explain mv area of 
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involvement with respect to Donald Nixon. Sometime in 1969, 

I believe it was October of 1969 , it came to my attention that 
Mr. Donald Nixon had visited the Dominican Republic with three 
other gentlemen; they were the guests of the President of the 
Dominican Republic , Balaguer. There were newspaper^ accounts of 
that visit inra Dominican newspaper, which 1 forwarded to 
Mr. Ehrlichman for his information. 

Approximately a year later , and I have difficulty remember i 


ng 


the - date, Mr.* Ehrlichman contacted me and. indicated--, to- me that 


he wanted me to monitor a project which involved the United 
States Secret Service, the idea being that a wiretap was being 
placed on the telephone of Mr. Donald Nixon by the SecretServicc: 
with th^ view^of ascertaining whether or not persons of 
unsavfiry character^ might be attempting to embarrjiss the President 
through his brother Donald. 

My direction from Mr. Ehrlichman was to monitor the results 
of the Secret Service wiretap and report back to him any 
information of substantive nature which might indicate that 
the President's brother was being embarrassed, or attempts 
were being made to use Mr. Nixon to embarrass the President of 
the United States. 

I did in fact confer with the Secret Service on this 
matter, and they reported to me verbally the results of the -wire- 
tap that was installed out in Newport Beach, and I reported back 
the general substance of the results of the wiretap. 
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After approximately three weeks the Secret Service people 
indicated there was nothing of any substance coming across the 
wiretap, and made a suggestion to me which I concurred with, that 
the wiretap should be terminated, I so advised Mr, Ehrlichman, 
and he agreed it should be terminated. As I recall, the time 
frame was approximately a three-week period. That would make 
it sometime in 1970, and I for the life of me can 4 1 remember: 
the dates. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Now, going back to the first 
information from which you learned of Mr- Nixon* s trip to th€ 
Dominican Republic, how did you come across this information 
initially? 

Mr. Caulfield. From Mr. Juliano, James Juliano, who was 
a sugar lobbyist for the Dominican Republic, brought it to my 
attention. There had been an article in the Dominican newspapers 
mentioning that Donald Nixon had visited the Dominican Republic , 

I asked him if he could get me copies ox the newspapers carrying 
that story, he did; and I transmitted them to Mr. Ehrlichman. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you know that Mr- Ehrlichman at that time 
had responsibilities for overseeing Mr. Donald Nixon’s activities: 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, I knew that vas the way to get it 

' ' r 

possibly to the attention of, the President, and I gave it to 
Mr. Ehrlichman with that in mind.. 

Mr. Lackritz. Well, prior to that,, did Mr. Ehrlichman ask 


you to keep track of any information that you could learn about 
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Mr. Caulfield. Prior to that I had no involvement with the 

2 

President’s brother, or keeping track of the President’s brother 

5 

anything of that nature. This was just a piece of intelligence 

4 

information that I felt belonged with Mr. Ehrlichman. 

5 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. ' Do you have any recollection of any 

6 

of the individuals who accompanied Mr. Mixon on the trip to the 

7 

Dominican Republic? ; 

8 

Mr. Caulfield. As I recall, there were three people. 

9 

I think one of them was Mr. Mevers — ■tlei'-ov Zt 

10 

Mr. Lackritz. Is- this John Meyers? 

11 

Mr. Caulfield. I believe John Meyers and another gentleman 

12 

from the Democratic National Committee — formerly of the 

13 

Democratic National Committee. 

14 

Mr. Lackritz. Mr. Napolitan? 

15 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes, Joseph Napolitan 7 and there, was 

16 

another gentleman and I can't remember. — 

17 

Mr. Lenzner. Tony Hatsis, does that ring a : bell? 

18 

Mr. Caulfield. It rings a bell, I can’t say for sure. 

19 

I remember Mr. Meyers and Mr. Napolitan. 

20 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you become aware at some time that Mr. 

21 

Ehrlichman had responsibilities to supervise F. Donald Nixon’s 

22 

financial activities? 

23 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I had no knowledge of Mr. Ehrlichman * 3 

24 

supervising his financial activities. I knew if there were to- 

25 

be any problems arising out of Mr. Donald Nixon’s associates, 5 ?/ 
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Mr. Ehrlichraan would have been the one to transmit it to; but 
I had no specific information about Mr. Ehrlichraan being chargee L 
with supervision of his financial situation. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did. you get any reaction to the initial memo 
from Mr . Ehrlichman? 

Mr. Caulfield. . ' Other than, interest, no. I mean, I 
-am trying toi recall; I “remember transmitting it as a memo, and 
1 don’t recall if I had a conversation. : I probably called him 
up and indicated that I had this, and I would send. -it! over. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did he indicate that he had already received 
this information with regard to this trip,, and discuss that* 
information with you? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr.- Lenzner. Do you know what stimulated Mr.:' Ehrlichman* s 
desire to have this project begun on Mr r Nixon* s phone? - 

Mr. Caulfield. No, that has always been a mystery to me, 
exactly why at the particular time. I can’t recall the date r 
the best I can do is put it a year after the transmittal of the 
newspaper accounts. But what precipitated it, I don’t know. 

Mr. Lenzner. Was the tap placed on his home phone in 
Newport Beach? 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s what I was led to believe. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever see the log of the surveillance' * 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t believe I have ever seen the logs. 
What was shown to me by the Secret Service was some photographs 
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1 

of Mr. Donald Nixon at an airport. 

2 

Mr. Lenzner. Orange County Airport? 

3 

Mr. Caulfield. That rings a bell. Getting on a plane, or 

4 

meeting some people at a plane. I do recall it was out in 

5 

California, I didn’t recall it was Orange County. And there 

6 

was a question as to who these people were in the photographs 

7 

There was Mr. Nixon and some other people, and I just don’t 

8 

recall who they were, very frankly. 

9 

Mr. Sears. But you did not see the logs of the wiretaps. 

10 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I didn’t see the logs of wiretaps. 

11 

The assignment indicated that - I' would report to Ehrlichman 

12 

anything of substance that was +*0 come over the wiretaps. I had 

13 

conversations with members of the Secret Service, and they woulc. 

14 

indicate to me what the substance of those conversations was. 

15 

As I previously indicated, there was nothing of any substance th 

16 

would have justified a continuation of the wiretap. 

17 

Mr. Lenzner. Was physical surveillance conducted of Mr. 

18 

Donald Nixon? 

19 

Mr. Caulfield. I recall that there was some physical 

20 

surveillance by the Secret Service. What it entailed, and how 

21 

it was done I do not know. But, I do recall some physical 

22 

surveillance in the vicinity of the residence. 

23 

Mr. Sears. I think it is fair to say that Mr. Caulfield 

24 

assumed there was because of the fact he saw pictures and you 

25 * 

would have to have physical surveillance to be able to take £73 
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pictures. I don’t know that he knows of his own knowledge just 
what kind of, surveillance was going on; is that correct? 

Mr. Caulfield. I would say that is substantially correct. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well/ did you receive information with 
regard to meetings Mr. Donald Nixon was having that didn't come 
off the wire? 

Mr. Caulfield. If I did, I don't remember, at' this time. 

I recall one picture at the ^airport in California/ : I believe t 
of Donald Nixon with two r or three individuals ; in the; vicinity 
of* a plane; that is all I remember about it. 

Mr. Lenzner. And was that picture taken by a Secret 
Service agent/ do you know? 

Mr. Caulfield. I assume it was. 

Mr. Lenzner. And it appeared in nature to be a surveillan 

4 

photograph? 

Mr. Caulfield. Again, I would have to assume. 

Mr. Lenzner. You were not advised/ or were you advisedr 
or don't you recall. whether it was a surreptitious photograph? 

Mr. Caulfield. Just how the hell — I don't recall just 
exactly how it was presented. I remember being shown the 
photograph that was in a file having to do with Donald Nixon; 
and X assume it would have been a surreptitious photograph. 

Mr. Lenzner. And was any effort made to identify the 
other individuals? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes, the Secret Service was attempting 
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to identify them; and if they knew who they were and told me. 

2 

I don't recall who the persons were at this time. 

3 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, were you asked to make any effort to 

4 

help identify them? 

5 

Mr.. 'Caulfield. I may have expressed an. interest in who 

6 

they were , yes ... 

7 

Mr^.. Sears . The question was, were you asked.. 

8 

Mr^ Caulfield^ Was I asked to identify them by whom? 

9 

Mr.."- Lenzner . The Secret Service « 

10 

Mr.- Caulfield.. ; No r I was not asked to identify them by 

11 

the Secret Service . 

12 

Mr. Lenzner v Did you make any effort to show that 

13 

photograph to anybody else? 

14 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

15 

c Mr.. Lenzner. To Mr. Ehrlichman, it was not transmitted to 

16 

Mr. Ehrlichman? 

17 

Mr. Caulfield. If it was, it wasn't by me. 

18 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you later learn that Mr. Johnny Meyers 

19 

and Tony Matsis were among the individuals at the airport? 

20 

Mr. Caulfield. See, I got a problem in this context 

21 

I associate Johnny Meyers with the newspaper articles. Tony 

22 

Hatsis name rings a bell, but I don't tie it in to the photograr 

23 

My recollection would be that they would have been tied in with 

24 

the visit to the Dominican Republic. Now, whether they were 

25 

the individuals in the photograph I cannot say here today. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Do you have any recollection of Mr. Ehrlichmajn 
having an FBI check run on Mr. Hatsis? 

Mr. Caulfield.. No, I do not. i 

Mr. Lenzner. Was Mr. F. Donald Nixon aware of the physical], 
or electronic surveillance, to your knowledge? 

Mr. Caulfield- II. have no way of knowing that ^ Mr. 


Ehrlichman ;d±dcL* t- gorinto the, specif ics of what he considered!^ 
to be the overriding*interest in Donald Nixon, and I didn't 
inquire because I did not feel that was my area. 

My function was- to keep Mr. Ehrlichman apprised of anything 
that appeared to be of substantive nature with regard to 
unsavory people connected,- that might be connected with Donald 


Nixon. 


MZV Lenzner. HoiF^could yoir^have id«itif ied thCTi as i 
unsavory characters 

Mr. Caulfield.- I would have- hoped the Secret Service 
might provide me with that information i 

Mr. Lenzner. Did they ever give you names .of individuals 
they checked out and found to be unsavory? 

Mr. Caulfield. They gave me the name of an individual, 
and I testified I tried to recall the name? 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you remember whether the . files were main- 
tained by the Secret Service, or the White House? 

Mr-. Caulfield. They were Secret Service files. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you report verbally, or in writing to 
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Mr* Ehrlichman? 

Mr. Caulfield. Verbally. 

Mr. Lenzner. And do you know whether a file was maintained 
in the White House on Donald Nixon? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have no way of knowing that, I didn’t 
maintain a file. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you know whether Rosemary Woods maintained, 
a file, or had any responsibility for F. Donald Nixon? 

Mr Caulfield. No knowledge at all. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you, yourself, have a file on F. Donald 
Nixon in your office? 

Mr. Caulfield. Not a file as such, I might have had a memo 
or two that I could have sent to Mr. Ehrlichman. But as to a 
file, I wouldn’t classify it as a file. Probably the memos 
you have there. 

Mr. Lackritz. Who were the individuals in the Secret 
Service that you were dealing with on this question of the 
surveillance of Mr. Nixon? 

Mr. Caulfield. Off the record a moment. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Caulfield. Again I have the same problems, not as 
great as we discussed earlier with the Joseph Kraft matter. 

Could we do this, could we handle the names of these individuals 
in the same manner? * , 

Mr. Lenzner. I have no objection to that, we will pursue 
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of Joseph Kraft, surveillance of that nature. 

Mr.. Caulfield. I never discussed the surveillance of 
Joseph Kraft with anyone other than Mr- Ehrlichman at the 
White House. 

Mr. Boggs and I had quite a bit of contact on the 
demonstrations and the anti-war groups in the vicinity of the 
White House; but as far as political figures, the answer would 
be no. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, in regard with the demonstrations , did 
you have discussions about physical or electronic surveillance 
with regard to people involved in demonstrations? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, by that I mean I was the liaison at 
one time for the White House. At one time most of my time in 
the White House was in connection with anti-war activities. 

When you mention Secret Service, that weald have to do with the 
security at the VThite House complex. I would be designated 
White House staff member to be present at the command post at 
the White House. 

Mr. Lenzner. X understand that. 2iy question was, did you 
ever discuss with Boggs physical or electronic surveillance 
of, say, leaders of demonstrations? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. X have a few questions about the purpose 
of this project that the Secret Service was implementing. As 
I understand, Mr. Caulfield, the Secret Service had placed this 
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electronic surveillance on Mr. Nixon 4 s borne phone to determine 
if there were any individuals who might he in contact with Mr. 
Nixon, who might subsequently be an embarrassment to the 
President; is that correct? 

Mr. Caulfield. That is the sum and substance,, as I under- 
stood it, yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. And that was the primary substance of the 
surveillance, as you understood it. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. Now, I want te qualify that this way 
As I indicated earlier, I was not privy to any decision-making 
which would have precipitated this ongoing interest in Donald 
Nixon. 

I took particular note of the fact that there might have 
well been a number of things happening with respect to Donald 
Nixon that properly did not belong in my area, or that X should 
have knowledge of. I accepted that and performed my role as 
I was directed by Mr. Ehrlichman. 

Now, it may well be that there were all kinds of things 
going on, and I have no knowledge of them. 

Mr. Lackritz. Sure, but I am limiting my question now to 
your assignment. Your assignment was to insure there were no 
unsavory characters who attempted to use Mr. Nixon. 

Mr. Caulfield. My function was to forward to Mr. Ehrli china 
the results of this wiretap that was being conducted out there 
in California, see, if there was any information that would 
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be indicating that persons of unsavory nature were involved with 
Donald Nixon; that was the substance of the assignment. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Now, were you aware of any oth er 
wiretaps that, were placed, of similar nature, during your tenure 
at the White House? " 

Mr. Caulfield.. Iir the context with political figures? 

; . Mr. Lackritz. Or relative to the President. 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I was* not. " : 

Mr. Lackritz. Were you aware of any other physical 
surveillance that was implemented on relatives of the President 
or other individuals that were close to the President *s family? 

Mr. Caulfield. No*. 

Mr. Lackritz. Were you aware of physical surveillance 
implemented by the Secret Service of an individual named 
Michael Gill? 

Mr. Caulfield. I know the name Michael Gill, and I know- 
he is a relative of Mrs. Eisenhower. I know of no surveillance 
or any activity in connection with him. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did Ehrlichman ever ask you to participate, 
or oversee, or keep tabs on a project concerning Mr. Gill? 

Mr. Caulfield. The only thing about Mr. Gill that I can 
recall, early after arriving at the White House there was 
information that he might have been associated with some people 
from Zambia. I recall either sending a memo to Mr. Ehrlichman, 
or speaking with him about the associations with Mr. Michael Git 1 
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Week Ending Saturday. Xovember 24, 1973 


Upper Great Lakes Regional 
Commission 

Announcement of Intention To Nominate 
Raymond C, Anderson To Be Federal Cochairman, 
November 16, 1973 

The President today announced his intention to nomi- 
nate Raymond C. Anderson, of Maple City, Mich., to 
be Federal Cochairman of the Upper Great Lakes 
Regional Commission. He will succeed Thomas F. 
Schweigert, who became Alternate Federal Member of the 
Delaware River Basin Commission on September 6, 1973. 

From 1969 to 1971, Mr. Anderson served as executive 
assistant to Michigan Gov. William G. Miiliken. He has 
been retired since 1971 and was also retired from 1964 
to 1969. From 1959 to 1964, he served as administrative 
assistant to then-Congressman Robert P. Griffin, from 
1952 to 1959, he was administrative assistant to Senator 
Charles E. Potter of Michigan, and he was administrative 
assistant to Congressman Roy O. Woodruff of Michigan 
from 1937 to 1944 and from 1946 to 1952. 

He was bom on March 5, 1912, in Grand Rapids, 
Mich. Mr. Anderson was graduated from Grand Rapids 
Junior College in 1932. From 1944 to 1946, he served 
as an officer in the U.S. Navy.. 

note: The announcement was released at Key Rlscayne, Fla. 

Associated Press Managing 
Editors Association 

The President’s Remarks in a Question' and- Answer 
' the Association’s Annual Convention in 
Florida, November 17, 1973 

The President. President Quinn and ladies and 
gentlemen: 


When Jack Homer, 1 who has been a correspondent 
in Washington and other places around the world, retired 
after 40 years, he once told me that if I thought that the 
White House Press Corps answered (asked) tough ques- 
tions, he (I) should hear the kind of questions the manag- 
ing editors asked him. Consequently, I welcome this 
opportunity tonight to meet with the managing editors of 
the Nation’s newspapers. 

I will not have an opening statement because I know, 
with 400 of you, it will be hard to get through all of the 
questions you have, and I understand the President has a 
prerogative of asking the first question. 

Mr. Quinn [John C. Quinn, Gannett Newspapers, and 
president, Associated Press Managing Editors Associa- 
tion] 

Watergate and the Future 

Q. Mr. President, this morning, Governor Askew of 
Florida addressed this group and recalled the words of 
Benjamin Franklin. When leaving the Constitutional 
Convention he was asked, “What have you given us, sir. a 
monarch or a republic?” Franklin answered, “A republic, 
sir. if you can keep it.” 

Mr. President, in the prevailing pessimism of the linger- 
ing matter we call Watergate, can we keep that republic, 
sir, and how? 

The President. Well, Mr. Quinn, f would certainly 
no: be standing here answering these questions unless I had 
a firm belief that we could keep the republic, that we must 
keep it. not only foi ourselves, but for the whole world. 
I recognize that because of mistakes that were made, and 
I must take responsibility for those mistakes, whether in 
the campaign or during the course of an administration, 
that there arc those who wonder whether this republic can 
survive. But I also know that the hopes of the whole 
world for peace, not only now, but in the years to come, 
rests in the United States of America. And I can assure you 
that as long as I am physically able to handle the position 
to which I was elected, and then reelected last November. 


: Girr.ett D. I fa* k) Horner a reporter with the W'.ishinrrtort 
s :i - from i937 until hi> retirement in November 1973. Sine? 
• v T -- was Whitt? House correspondent for that newspaper. 
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V':w •f .ipor'i did nni'.h setter titan television hi that 
respect, T should point out. 

And second, they paid, “How is it that as far as this 
money is concerned, how is it possible for you to have this 
kind of investment when ail you earned was $800,000 as 
President?” 

Well, I should point out I wasn't a pauper when I be- 
came President. I wasn’t very rich as Presidents go. But 
you see, in the 8 years that I was out of office — first, just 
to put it all out and I will give you a paper on this, we 
will send it around to you, and these figures I would like 
you to have, not today, but I will have it in a few days — 
when I left office after 4 years as a Congressman, 2 years 
as a Senator, and 8 years at $45,000 a year as Vice Presi- 
dent, and after stories had been written, particularly in 
the Washington Post to the effect that the [Vice] President 
had purchased a mansion in Wesley Heights and people 
wondered where the money came from, you know what my 
net worth was? Forty-seven thousand dollars total, after 
14 years of Government service, and a 1958 Oldsmobile 
that needed an overhaul. 

Now, I have no complaints. In the next 8 years, I made 
a lot of money. I made $250,000 from a book and the 
serial rights which many of you were good enough to pur- 
chase, also. In the practice of law — and I am not claim- 
ing I was worth it, but apparently former Vice Presidents 
or Presidents are worth a great deal to law firms — and I 
did work pretty hard. 

But also in that period, I earned between $100,000 and 
$250,000 every year. So that when I, in 1968, decided to 
become a candidate for President, I decided to clean the 
decks and to put everything in real estate. I sold all my 
stock for $300,000 — that is all I owned. I sold my apart- 
ment in New York for $300,000- — I am using rough fig- 
ures here. And I had $100,000 coming to me from the 
law firm. 

And so, that is where the money came from. Let me 
just say this, and I want to say this to the television audi- 
ence : I made my mistakes, but in all of my years of public 
life, I have never profited, never profited from public 
service — I have earned every cent. And in all of my years 
of public life, I have never obstructed justice. And I think, 
too, that I could say that in my years of public life, that 
I welcome this kind of examination, because people have 
got to know whether or not their President is a crook. 
Well, I am net a crook. I have earned everything I have 
got. 

Surveillance of the President’s Brother 

Q. Mr. President. Harry Rosenfeld of the Washington 
Post. Sir, there have been reports that the Secret Service 
was asked, at your direction or authorization, to tap the 
telephone of your brother, Donald Nixon. Is this true, 
rir, and if so, why? 


to respond to it. 

Trie Secret Service did maintain a surveillance. They 
did so for security reasons, and I will not go beyond that. 
T hey were very good reasons, and my brother was aware 
of it. 

And may I say, too, to my friend from the Washington 
Post, x like your sport page. [Laughter] And make sure 
[Shirley] Povich isn’t paid too much for what I just said 
then. 

Q. Sir, Edward Miller [Call-Chronicle Newspapers], 
Allentown, Pennsylvania. Was vour brother aware before, 
or after, the fact of the surveillance? 

The President. Before or after the fact? 

Q. Yes. 

The President* He was aware during the fact, 
because he asked about it, and he was told about it. And, 
he approved of it. He knew why it was done. 

Q. Excuse me. Does it make any sense to conduct sur- 
veillance when somebody knows about it? 

The President. Does it make any sense? Certainly. 
The surveillance involved not what he was doing; the sur- 
veillance involved what others who were trying to get him, 
perhaps, to use improper influence, and so forth, might be 
doing, and particularly anybody who might be in a foreitm 
coug^y. 

Communication of the Facts 

Q. Is some of this a full story that you say you can’t 
say now today because of national security? Have you 
told that to Congressmen or anyone else? Will this story 
come out in the next few* weeks, as you present more of 
the facts? 

The President. Yes, as a matter of fact, I should tell 
all of the editors — and I don’t want to leave any implica- 
tion that you have not tried to publish as much as you 
could — you have just got so much room in your news- 
papers, but I do want you to know that — well, since you 
haven’t raised some of these subjects, I will raise them 
myself — ITT ; how did we raise the price of milk — I wish 
somebody would ask me that one; and who else wanted 
it raised? What about the situation with regard to the $1 
million secret stock portfolio that you have; a few of those 
things. I think all of those things need to be answered, and 
answered effectively, and I think the best way to answer 
them — twofold: 

One, obviously through the medium of a tel evbed con- 
ference like this; but two, through sending to the editors 
of the Nation’s newspapers, all 10,000 of them, the facts, 
f trust that you will use them. And if vou don’t believe 
them, I don’t mean — what I mean, I am not suggesting 
that you wouldn’t believe them — but if you feel you need 
more information, write to me and I will give it to vou. 

I want the facts out, because the facts will prove that the 
President is telling the truth. 


T’nr. President. That, »»f course, is « that. 

has been commented upon before. It will not take long 


Volume 9 — tSvmbif *17 


( 522 ) 

O 



